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Abstract 
The thesis offers insight into the phenomenon of Deep Reflective thinking (DRT) as a 
theory of practice for teachers and students. This study examined how collaborative 
philosophical inquiry (CPI) facilitated children’s development of DRT. In the context of this 
thesis, DRT is a specific way of thinking and learning that emerges from a balanced, 
dynamic interplay among four elements: development of a repertoire of intellectual skills 
and processes; sustained philosophising; ongoing self- and peer-assessment; and 
examination of epistemic doubt. Key theorists informing the investigation were the 
pragmatists Charles Sanders Peirce and John Dewey as well as the sociocultural theorist 
Lev Vygotsky, and Matthew Lipman who founded the Philosophy for Children program that 
is used in schools across many countries, including Australia.  
 The research site was an inner-city Brisbane state primary school. Design research 
methodology was employed within the qualitative research framework to investigate the 
students’ engagement in episodes of DRT within the context of CPI. The research was 
conducted between 2012-2016 over three macro-cycles and included student participants 
from Year 2 through to Year 7 (7 to 12 years of age). The first macro-cycle focused on the 
students’ development of a repertoire of intellectual tools and processes; the next macro-
cycle attended to the substantive elements of CPI and investigated the students’ capacity 
to deal with philosophical abstraction; and the final macro-cycle examined the extent to 
which engagement in DRT instigated students’ consideration of epistemic doubt within the 
community of inquiry. Design research was employed to promote and document the 
occurrence and depth of students’ reflective thinking as they participated in communities of 
philosophical inquiry. CPI underpinned all aspects of the designed interventions and data 
collection. The community of inquiry pedagogy played a dual role as both a key 
pedagogical practice and as the context for documenting students’ DRT as it occurred.  
The extended time of the investigation enabled several key findings to emerge. Students 
can and do reconstruct intellectual tools and practices (Dewey, 1938) in and beyond the 
context in which they are taught but it takes time for them to understand how these tools 
will assist the community to make epistemic progress. The development of ongoing self- 
and peer-assessment prompted students to appropriate the intellectual tools and 
processes to extend the epistemic growth of the community. Initially, a small number of 
students evidenced the capacity to do this but as the research progressed these students 
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opened a dialogic space for others within the community and this facilitated further 
appropriation of the tools and processes for epistemic growth. 
Students dealt with abstract philosophical ideas in ways that would be considered beyond 
their age level expectations. Key philosophical theories in relation to the acquisition of 
knowledge, including the theoretical notions underpinning the study, became stimuli for 
philosophical discussions. Further stimuli emerged through the students’ thoughts and 
experiences. The classroom dialogue became the site where the students collaboratively 
developed philosophical inquiry by following the inquiry where it leads and paying attention 
to their own epistemic uncertainty. In this sense, they became the characters in their own 
narratives. This process stimulated genuine engagement as the students took ownership 
over the path of the inquiry. Students demonstrated a high level of care for the collective 
thinking of the community and for the direction of the inquiry. The process of ongoing self- 
and peer-assessment combined with purposeful reconstruction of intellectual practices 
enabled the students to deconstruct ideas and sustain the rigor and depth of the shared 
dialogue. They came to understand how to use their new ways of thinking to enrich the 
collective thinking of their community and extend their own thinking. 
Through the sustained practice of DRT, involving the use of intellectual tools and 
processes, ongoing self- and peer-assessment, and collaborative philosophising, many 
students began to express epistemic uncertainty. The students’ examination of their 
individual and collective doubt strengthened their DRT. Only a small number of students in 
a community of inquiry regularly evidenced a position of genuine doubt (Peirce, 1877); 
however, those students created a Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978) 
in which other members of the community were able to collectively examine doubt. This in 
turn instigated further doubt, thus increasing the complexity and depth of the ideas under 
examination. The overlapping ZPDs within the community (Brown, 1994) facilitated 
understanding and engagement for all members of the community.  
The evidence collected during the culminating macrocycle of the research prompted a 
reconsideration of the initial DRT framework to include the examination of epistemic doubt 
as a necessary element. The thesis provides evidence to support a return to the 
fundamental notions that Lipman drew upon to develop Philosophy for Children and 
extends pragmatist theory through the examination of students’ ongoing self- and peer-
assessment, reconstruction of experience and examination of epistemic doubt. DRT 
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provides a reconstruction of philosophy with children and a living model of philosophical 
inquiry. 
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CHAPTER 1 
CONCEPTION AND EVOLUTION OF THE STUDY 
Ontological considerations 
The ontological question of ‘Who am I in this study?’ is addressed in this chapter through 
the narrative of my own reconstructive journey as a philosophy educator and researcher. 
The conception and evolution of a theory of practice and a framework to develop 
sustained, deep reflective thinking (DRT) during collaborative philosophical inquiry (CPI) is 
described in narrative form. The narrative weaves together pertinent threads of the 
philosophical and educational methods of thinking, teaching and learning and connects the 
ontological with the epistemological and axiological aspects of the study.  
The foundation of this thesis was not conceived on commencement of my PhD; the ideas 
were seeded significantly prior. It was throughout a long evolutionary, but also 
serendipitous, professional journey that included many years of thinking and learning, 
experimenting with the teaching of thinking, and reflecting on and reconstructing my own 
teaching practices that a synthesis of ideas began to take the form of this PhD study. My 
passion for thinking has been longstanding. During my school years I habitually 
questioned ideas and information when I experienced a sense of uncertainty or doubt. This 
habit was not always well received by teachers in primary and high school as teaching in 
those years was very much about transmission of information and facts and learning 
involved rote practices. Inquiry was not a valued pedagogy at that time. As a primary 
school teacher, I found it interesting to explore methods to teach children to think more 
critically and creatively, and on becoming a parent, I was deeply fascinated by the ways in 
which my two children thought about ideas and acquired new knowledge and 
understanding. This prompted me to take on further post-graduate studies focusing on 
gifted education. Through undertaking a Graduate Certificate in Special Education (Gifted 
Education) I began to understand the need for teaching all students to think. As Dewey 
(1916) had argued almost a century prior, if students are taught to think and reason then 
they will be able to apply these skills in any discipline.  
2 
Buranda State School 
During the past sixteen years of my teaching career, I have been doing philosophy with 
children and in addition, have continually developed and implemented professional training 
in this field for teachers throughout Queensland and other Australian states. I commenced 
my philosophy education journey as a teacher at Buranda State School in Queensland 
where the Philosophy in Schools program continues to be taught throughout all year 
levels. This program was built on the Philosophy for Children (P4C) method of educational 
philosophy conceived by Matthew Lipman in the late 1960s and developed with Ann Sharp 
and colleagues at the Institute for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children (IAPC) in 
the USA. P4C comprises a curriculum of purpose written stories-as-text (novels) and 
accompanying teacher instruction manuals, and classroom pedagogy known as the 
community of inquiry (COI). In the context of this thesis, the philosophy teaching model will 
be referred to as collaborative philosophical inquiry (CPI), encompassing all pedagogical 
variations of philosophical inquiry with children that have their roots in Lipman’s 
educational philosophy. 
When I was invited by the Buranda State School principal at the time, Lynne Hinton, to 
consider a six-month, full-time contract at the school, my first response was to decline as I 
didn’t feel ready to return to full-time work while my children were still attending primary 
school. However, on attending my initial interview, the peaceful ambience of the school 
and knowledge of its philosophy program prompted me to rethink my decision. I sensed 
that Buranda State School could be an important development in my future career. On 
commencement as a teacher in a Year 2/3/4 class, I felt that I had found my professional 
‘home’ after many years of searching for a workplace that fitted with my own philosophy of 
teaching and learning. I was afforded the opportunity to work collaboratively with a 
community of highly committed educators who were passionate about teaching children 
how to think. Through the experience of working in a collaborative community such as this, 
I built my practices in philosophy with children, and in doing so, began to reconstruct my 
understandings of teaching and learning. Working at Buranda State School was a pivotal, 
life-changing period of my professional life and where my journey of reconstruction as an 
educator began in earnest.  
On commencement of my position at Buranda State School, being a novice teacher of 
philosophy with children, I would ask my students to provide me with feedback after each 
3 
philosophy lesson. The students very capably provided well-considered, constructive 
feedback on my facilitation of our communities of inquiry. The feedback they delivered 
highlighted their capacity to reflect on what would assist them to reach a deeper level of 
thinking and understanding during the inquiry. It was evident that these students could 
think metacognitively about their own thinking progress and that of others, and at that time, 
I would have argued that generally this was not a skill that educators traditionally attributed 
to young primary school children. Prior to my teaching at Buranda, I felt that I had been 
effectively teaching students how to think critically and creatively, however, this experience 
highlighted for me that my approach was missing an integral element – the teaching of 
philosophical thinking. Lipman (2008) described educational philosophy as:  
a practical discipline that fosters our thinking in other disciplines. It is philosophy 
made use of for the purpose of getting students to think effectively in other areas: 
employing concepts, ideas, judgements and reasoning skills, which have been 
borrowed from philosophy in order to facilitate thinking in the subject matter under 
examination. (p.152) 
Buranda State School cultivated a culture thinking and learning, not only among the 
children but also the staff. The staff worked collaboratively as a community of inquirers and 
we were encouraged to research and write about our classroom practices. In addition, the 
principal ensured we continued to be learners and effective practitioners by providing 
ongoing professional development for each of us, focused on our individual needs. It was 
here that I developed my interest in research and my ongoing passion for CPI. During my 
time at the school I had the opportunity to publish three papers on CPI classroom practice 
and co-author two classroom handbooks, published after my time there (Cam, Fynes-
Clinton, Harrison, Hinton, Scholl, & Vaseo, 2007; Davey Chesters, Fynes-Clinton, Hinton & 
Scholl, 2013; Fynes-Clinton, 2004, 2008). My experiences at Buranda State School were 
unique in many ways. The school staff worked collaboratively as a professional learning 
community, consistently demonstrating a high level of care for the students, the school 
ethos and their own development as educators. The children were delightful and 
predominantly evidenced an ethic of care for learning and for others. Reciprocal respect 
among staff and students was a key priority. However, doing philosophy with children was 
the key aspect of difference that separated Buranda State School from other teaching 
experiences. Philosophy was the reason the school became so successful academically, 
and of equal importance, why the school was also renowned for its provision of high 
4 
quality teaching and learning practices that have the potential to shape a child’s view of 
learning for life. 
I was fortunate to be offered a permanent teaching position at the school and my 
reconstruction as a philosophy teacher continued for several more years. During this time, 
I built my knowledge and skills extensively, and in addition to my classroom practice, I 
became involved in the development and provision of the Buranda State School 
philosophy teacher training program. Later, as a project writer for Education Queensland 
(EQ), I incorporated the tools and processes of CPI into units of work developed for the 
Tomorrow’s Citizens Project. From 2009 until 2016 I was employed as a 
philosophy/literacy coach and later Head of Curriculum at an inner city primary school. A 
major part of my role at this school was to lead the introduction and implementation of CPI 
throughout all year levels and to develop future sustainability of the program. It is in this 
school that I chose to conduct my doctoral research. 
In my classes and in those of teachers I have supported during my time as a philosophy 
educator, I have constantly witnessed students’ development of exceptionally mature 
cognitive and metacognitive practices. I maintain this is due to the regular inclusion of CPI 
in these classrooms and specific attention to community building, self- and peer-regulation 
and the development of students’ intellectual skills. Significant gains in student data, as 
documented on the My School website, convincingly support my argument for this 
approach to teaching and learning (ACARA, 2016). The conception of this study has 
evolved from my conviction of the benefits of CPI for all students and an intense interest in 
the development and design of innovative, rigorous teaching practices that would enable 
classroom teachers to effectively implement CPI and, in turn, achieve significant lift in 
student learning. 
Teaching intellectual tools 
The focus of my study, DRT, arose out of a previous action research project that I 
conducted in my classroom in 2005. This research focused on the benefits of teaching the 
tools of reasoning and inquiry in ways that were explicit for the students. Simultaneous to 
this, Philip Cam (2006) was compiling his resource book, Twenty Thinking Tools. This 
book significantly supported my thinking regarding the teaching of thinking tools. I later co-
authored a text with Cam and four Buranda State School colleagues that included a range 
of exercises developed during that investigation (see Cam et al., 2007). At this stage of my 
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own philosophical journey, I hypothesised that it was important to focus on the tools of 
thinking and reasoning as I doubted that students learned to use these tools through 
participation in the inquiry alone. I saw the need to examine this further but at this stage I 
had not yet conceptualised my current theory of DRT. 
To evaluate the use of the tools, I developed several reflective exercises that required the 
students to specifically focus on a ‘meta-reflection’ of the use of the intellectual tools. The 
exercises were founded on the practices that I had developed through my teaching in the 
Philosophy in Schools program. Students were required to ‘reflect on their own reflections’ 
to determine the ways in which these reflections could impact on thinking and learning 
progress. The reflective exercises formed an integral part of the philosophy teaching and 
learning elements during Macro 1 and later became a way of working for the whole school, 
as described in further detail in Chapter 5 (see Appendices D, E, F & G). It was this 
practice that seeded the theory of DRT for me. During the action research project, I 
observed that several students were applying their newly developed reflective practices to 
other learning areas and this practice appeared to be augmenting their understanding of 
their own thinking and learning practices. This observation further cultivated my hypothesis 
of the DRT framework unpacked in this thesis. It was at this juncture that my classroom 
practices began to veer from the traditional model of philosophy with children, thus 
initiating a process of reconstruction of my own thinking experiences, and, in turn, the 
thinking experiences of the students in my care. Although the Philosophy in Schools 
program remains at the heart of my practice, I have developed a range of novel ways of 
working to assist students to reconstruct their thinking and reflective practices. A selection 
of the reflective exercises developed during the early stages of this thesis were later 
published in my second co-authored book (Davey Chesters et al., 2013).  
Evolution of a theory of practice 
DRT evolved from a synthesis of ideas that were shaped and reshaped through many 
years of thinking and learning, experimenting with the teaching of thinking, and reflecting 
on and reconstructing my own teaching practices. Through my work in this area, it became 
apparent to me that children developed something more than the ability to think critically 
when immersed in CPI. It was difficult to define the type of thinking that occurred when 
students were provided with sustained opportunities to philosophise in combination with 
focused teaching of specific skills and ongoing attention to the meta-reflective practice of 
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self- and peer-regulation. This type of thinking, which I have coined the term DRT, 
emerged when students began to synthesise their thinking experiences and reconstruct 
these in and beyond the context in which the thinking took place. This went beyond the 
appropriation of skills as it was the reconstruction of the students’ identity as thinkers and 
learners that emerged within new learning contexts. I wanted to explore DRT as a 
phenomenon to enable children to engage in sustained deep reflective thinking through 
the pedagogy of COI, and to document episodes where children were demonstrating 
elements of DRT. As the research progressed, I began to understand the importance of 
time in the development of DRT as a practice. Teachers and students needed time to 
develop the skills, processes and dispositions underpinning DRT. The issue of time 
initiated an extended data collection period and in response to the ongoing reflective 
process fundamental to qualitative design research, the DRT framework was continually 
reshaped as I reached deeper understandings of the phenomenon and interactions 
between its key elements (see Chapter 5).  
The significance of doubt  
During a later stage of my study, I had been undertaking additional research of key 
theorists, Charles Sanders Peirce and John Dewey, to further my theoretical 
understanding of Lipman’s work and prepare for the second progressive assessment of 
my PhD.  Peirce’s notion of ‘genuine doubt’ sparked my interest as it became apparent 
when analysing the data that this was significant to my research. It was at this stage of my 
research that further questions emerged, and in response to this, a third cycle of 
investigation took place. Both Peirce (1877) and Dewey (1938) posited that individuals 
reconstruct their intellectual habits through genuine experience rather that experiences 
that have been artificially constructed to emulate perceived issues or problems. Both 
concur that it is through authentic experience that we can recognise the fallibility of 
knowledge and, therefore, through a process of logical reasoning, develop the habits of 
intellectual reconstruction. When habits are applied to new, problematic experiences, 
further re-evaluation of existing beliefs and self-correction can occur. Further questions 
emerged for me as researcher (see Chapter 8) and this instigated a third macro-cycle of 
investigation, focusing on the connections between DRT and doubt. 
In the process of sharing my thoughts at conferences and workshops, I have been 
challenged many times regarding my focus on doubt and whether ‘wonder’ was the 
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concept I should be investigating when working with children. It would be remiss of me not 
to address this challenge. Wonder is a disposition that most children seem to frequently 
demonstrate, especially in their early years. It is sometimes considered a romantic notion 
of childhood whereas doubt in the form of epistemic doubt implies a more mature, 
sceptical subject, one that may not generally emerge as a position taken up by children. 
Children of this age often believe things to be true just because this knowledge came from 
an adult or they have accepted the beliefs of their parents, extended family or the wider 
community, culture or society in which they are situated. In our current climate where 
information (often touted as knowledge) is instantly available, it is important that young 
students learn to think about and question beliefs. It could be argued that wonder will 
spark this questioning and, therefore, is a necessary position for children of all ages. This 
thesis points to epistemic doubt as being a step further than wonder. Children can wonder 
without embracing a position of sustained uncertainty; however, to doubt one’s own beliefs 
requires a person to understand their own fallibility and remain open to uncertainty, often 
for sustained periods. If this doubt is genuine, then, according to Peirce (1955), individuals 
will seek to resolve the uncertainty through the methods of tenacity, a priori, authority or 
inquiry. I concur with Peirce that a process of inquiry, or more precisely, collaborative 
inquiry, is more effective for developing our understanding of the world in which we live, 
and, thus, I contend should be the goal of education.  
Conclusion 
The conception of the ideas that have led to the evolution of this thesis were cultivated 
many years prior to commencement of this investigation. My time at Buranda State School 
ignited my passion for doing philosophy with children and my interest in finding ways to 
increase the impact of CPI on student learning. Since working at Buranda State School, 
philosophy has become part of my professional identity and the practice has shifted with 
me into each new role I have taken over the years. Through this investigation, I 
reconstructed the experiences gained from my work at Buranda State School and in doing 
this, reconstructed my own thinking as an educator and as a researcher.  
On commencement of this investigation, the theory of practice, DRT had been conceived 
and the research plan was to investigate the extent to which students developed DRT 
when they are provided with sustained opportunities to engage in all aspects of CPI. 
However, as the extended investigation progressed, each element of DRT became so 
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much ‘more’, and the specific conditions under which DRT was created became integral to 
the thesis. When commencing this investigation, I was cognisant of students’ propensity 
towards wonder and puzzlement and even ‘Socratic perplexity’ as described by Gareth 
Matthews (1980, 1994). However, I had not considered their willingness to sustain 
uncertainty or their capacity to move beyond wonder to examine epistemic doubt. The 
outcomes emerging from this research have prompted me to reconsider my perceived 
DRT model to include the examination of doubt. The following chapters will unpack DRT 
as a theory of practice as it developed through the extended empirical research that took 
place over a four-year timeframe.   
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CHAPTER 2 
INTRODUCTION TO DRT  
Introduction 
The study examined primary school students’ engagement in DRT practices within 
learning environments created through the implementation of CPI. Prior to the 
investigation it was assumed that, in the context of CPI and within specific conditions, 
primary school students have the capacity to develop the skills and practices required to 
philosophise, and that, in addition, they can reflect metacognitively on how they think and 
ways they can use their thinking to assist them to make sense of philosophical ideas. What 
was largely unknown on commencement of the research was the extent to which students 
can develop DRT and the novel ways in which they appropriated DRT practices and 
reconstructed the learning experiences to make epistemic philosophical progress both 
individually and collectively. The initial concept of DRT was modified and reconstructed 
throughout the ongoing analysis of the data, as new elements emerged or changed form.  
This chapter commences with the rationale, key aim and objectives of the investigation 
and identifies the research questions. DRT as a theory of practice has been described in 
detail, the theoretical methods and research context outlined, and the key elements of CPI 
have been discussed. It positions the research within the goals and priorities of the 
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Association (ACARA) and identifies 
teaching and learning views that are pertinent to the model of philosophy teaching 
underpinning the study.  
Aim of the investigation 
The key aim of this investigation has been to develop a theory of practice for teachers and 
students coined Deep Reflective Thinking (DRT) as it emerged through the study. The 
DRT framework assists teachers to understand and implement pedagogy that, in turn, 
enables students to develop DRT through sustained immersion in CPI. 
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Research Questions 
The overarching research question framing the investigation is: To what extent can 
engagement in CPI facilitate the development of DRT? Following from this, three key 
questions organised the research process as it evolved through three macro-cycles.  
• What aspects of DRT can occur as a result of teaching specific philosophical inquiry 
tools and processes within CPI (Macro-cycle 1)?  
• In what ways could DRT facilitate students’ capacities to philosophise (Macro-cycle 
2)?  
• To what extent can engagement in DRT instigate students’ consideration of 
epistemic doubt within CPI (Macro-cycle 3)? 
A theory of Practice: describing the elements of DRT 
DRT in the context of this thesis is an overarching term used to define a specific way of 
thinking and engaging in learning that emerges from a balanced, dynamic interplay among 
four key elements: development of a repertoire of intellectual skills and processes; 
sustained engagement in philosophising; ongoing self- and peer-assessment; examination 
of epistemic doubt (see Figure 2-1). DRT is not intended as an alternative to the more 
traditional P4C methods but rather as a way to deepen the collective and individual 
thinking of students as they take part in communities of inquiry. Each element of DRT 
comprises a set of practices that work together to define that element, as outlined below. 
Development of a repertoire of intellectual skills and processes 
For students to examine philosophical concepts and issues they would firstly need to 
develop ways of working that enabled them to unpack the philosophical ideas to make 
meaning. In this thesis, the ways of working are referred to as intellectual tools and 
processes. During the investigation, students were introduced to reasoning, inquiry and 
conceptual analysis tools. Collaborative processes included development of community, 
student engagement, and ‘raising the bar’, a term denoting when students use a skill or 
present an idea that lifts the level of thinking for the class community.   
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Sustained philosophising 
Students were given the opportunity to continue an inquiry over a sustained period, thus 
enabling deep, rigorous examination of the ideas presented. Sustained philosophising 
required students to appropriate and reappropriate the previously acquired tools and 
processes to analyse abstract philosophical ideas, construct and test personal theories, 
and continually monitor their own thinking and that of the group. 
Ongoing self- and peer-assessment 
Metacognitive practices were taught using an adapted gradual release of responsibility 
process so that these practices became a way of working for the students (see appendices 
D,E,F & G). The Gradual Release of Responsibility framework (GRR), developed by 
Fisher & Frey (2014), is a pedagogical framework in which teachers and their students 
move through a teaching and learning process from explicit instruction to guided and then 
independent learning activities by systematic removal the scaffolds as the learning takes 
place. The notion originally stemmed from Vygotsky ‘s (1978) conception of the Zone of 
Proximal Development. 
Through the ongoing process of self- and peer-assessment (reflection and self-correction 
as part of classroom dialogue), students began to understand how to philosophise. When 
they experienced philosophy sessions that engaged and challenged them, they then found 
opportunities to reconstruct this experience in further inquiries. As these two processes 
worked best together, ongoing self- and peer-assessment in this thesis refers to the 
interrelationship between ongoing metacognitive practice and reconstruction of prior 
learning experience. 
Examination of doubt 
Through the practice of ongoing self- and peer-assessment, students began to consider 
that they and others were fallible; that no belief can have the sort of justification that 
guarantees the truth of a belief. Ongoing metacognitive practice cultivated their willingness 
to endure mental unrest and encouraged openness to sustained uncertainty (Dewey, 
1997). Willingness to consider uncertainty combined with their developing capacities to 
philosophise led the students to examine their own doubt, provoke further doubt within the 
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community in response to their own uncertainty, and through this, construct and 
reconstruct their own theories regarding the philosophical issues under discussion. 
Synthesis of DRT elements 
In the process of engaging in CPI, and paying attention to its procedural, intellectual and 
substantive dimensions through synthesis of the elements of DRT, students drew on all 
three fundamental but overlapping divisions of philosophy that characterise and unify the 
discipline: ontology, epistemology, and axiology. Through the development of effective 
habits of thinking, being and acting, students engaged in the practical metacognitive and 
reconstructive process as active learners. The pedagogical process that enabled such 
intellectual growth is embedded in CPI. 
 
 
Figure 2-1 Deep Reflective Thinking (DRT) 
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Theoretical framework 
The theoretical focus of this thesis draws on the work of the key theorists who influenced 
Lipman’s educational philosophy: American pragmatists Charles Sanders Peirce and John 
Dewey, and psychologist, Lev Vygotsky. The research provides evidence to support a 
return to the fundamental notions drawn upon by Lipman to develop P4C. Pragmatist 
theory has been extended through the examination of students’ reconstruction of 
experience in the Deweyian sense whereby the process of inquiry ‘makes thinking itself 
into an experience’ (Dewey, 1916, p. 150). Reconstruction of experience is a 
transformative process brought about through the interrelationship of self, community and 
the environment; specifically, the interplay of habits and habitat in which one reconstructs 
the other in an ongoing relationship of communal inquiry (Anthamatten, 2012; Dewey, 
1938; Nichols, Burgh & Fynes-Clinton, 2017).  
Through many years of experience in providing philosophy PD for educators in 
Queensland and other Australian states, it has been observed that teachers often practice 
P4C as a method without developing a deep understanding the intended pedagogy and its 
links to the substantive elements of philosophical inquiry. In this thesis, I plan to 
reconstruct the practice of CPI to highlight the notions of the key theorists as Lipman had 
intended. A key aim of CPI is to encourage students to become willing inquirers and 
reasonable, reflective thinkers, therefore it is imperative that we have a deep 
understanding of the foundational notions underpinning the curriculum and pedagogy. This 
study will highlight the inextricable connections between theoretical underpinnings of P4C 
and the practice of philosophy with children, commencing with the central notions of Peirce 
that formed the roots of P4C, specifically in relation to his rejection of certainty and 
reliance on communities of inquiry.  
Unique focus of thesis 
Previous empirical research in this area has predominantly focused on thinking skills and 
more specifically critical thinking. Most studies have used quantitative or mixed methods to 
determine cognitive development, reporting evidence of shifts in critical thinking overall. A 
small number of studies examined aspects of students’ affective processes (Garcia-
Moriyon, Robello & Colom, 2005; Millett & Tapper, 2011; Reznitskaya, 2005, 2008; Trickey 
& Topping, 2004, 2006, 2007). The impact of CPI on teacher pedagogy has also been 
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investigated (see Daniel, 1988; Roche, 2000; Scholl, 2012, 2014; Scholl, Nichols & Burgh, 
2009; Yeazell, 1981). This extended investigation examined the extent to which primary 
school students engage in DRT within and beyond the context of CPI. The investigation of 
DRT was supported by qualitative empirical research that included the following key 
aspects: a specific focus on the ways in which immersion in CPI facilitated DRT in a 
primary school; a longitudinal examination of the data to determine the extent to which 
students can develop DRT capacities; and examination of students’ epistemic doubt and 
its connection to DRT. The investigation culminated in the development of a framework to 
support teachers and students to develop the skills, processes and philosophical 
understandings required to sustain DRT in the classroom. 
Research context  
The investigation, commencing in 2012 and concluding in 2016, was conducted in a small, 
inner city state primary school serving a multicultural community in Brisbane, Australia. The 
school had a student population at the time of the research of just over 200 students.  Most 
classes consisted of approximately 25 students ranging over two consecutive year levels. 
Students from non-English speaking backgrounds and Indigenous Australians make up 
almost half of the school’s student population so their life experiences and prior 
understandings varied considerably. When CPI was introduced in 2010 as a whole of school 
approach (ages 5 to 12 years) national data on students’ basic literacy and numeracy skills 
(NAPLAN) showed below average performance and students’ behaviour was quite disruptive 
with many students demonstrated a concerning lack of respect for teachers and other 
students.  
Two years prior to this investigation, CPI had been established as a whole-school 
pedagogical method underpinning all curriculum planning, development and implementation. 
However, on commencement of the research the staff and students were still at a preliminary 
stage of understanding regarding CPI. A design-based method was used to examine the 
theory of practice, DRT. Design methodology is based on a strong underlying 
epistemological and theoretical analysis of curriculum content and teaching and learning 
practices, with the aim to increase theoretical and pedagogical understanding (Kelly, 2003). 
Design research works in harmony with the underpinning epistemological and theoretical 
framework of CPI and the key focus of this study – the students’ development of DRT. The 
school’s development of the CPI model took place simultaneously with this study and many 
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of the methods developed for the study became a whole-school practice. It is for this reason 
that the history of CPI at the school is significantly intertwined with this investigation. 
Prior to the school’s introduction to CPI, academic outcomes were considerably low and 
behavior issues were prevalent. On commencement of the study, a substantial proportion 
of the school’s student population came from non-English speaking or Indigenous 
backgrounds. Since the introduction of CPI, the school had undergone a crucial cultural 
shift in thinking and learning. There has been an identifiable lift in learning outcomes, and 
behavior and social interaction at the school have changed significantly. CPI has enabled 
students to collaboratively examine and consider of a range of cultural beliefs and 
experiences, and in response to this, cultivate genuine interest in contestable issues that 
are central to their lives. The practice has encouraged students to consider the fallibility of 
knowledge through authentic engagement with contestable theories and issues. The 
research became a vehicle for pedagogical change leading to enriched learning outcomes 
across the curriculum in the classes involved in the research. The pedagogical changes 
filtered to other classes within the school through sharing of practice and professional 
development lead by the teacher/researcher and participating teachers.  
Collaborative philosophical inquiry 
As previously mentioned, CPI is the term used in this thesis for the overarching model that 
refers to all traditions of philosophy with children. CPI encompasses the curriculum 
elements of philosophical inquiry including substantive content and the intellectual skills 
and the pedagogical approach of COI. CPI engages students in critical, creative and 
caring thinking (Lipman, Sharp & Oscanyan, 1980; Splitter & Sharp, 1995). It is a 
structured, intellectually rigorous method with a specific focus on the teaching of thinking – 
teaching students how to think, not what to think. Students are provided with learning 
experiences which enable development of the skills of conceptual analysis and reasoning. 
The curriculum is explored through collaborative dialogic process of COI (see below) in 
which participants discuss common, central and contestable philosophical themes using a 
range of reasoning and inquiry skills (Splitter & Sharp, 1995).  
In their seminal text, Lipman, Sharp and Oscanyan (1980) stated that the discipline of 
philosophy explores alternative methods of thinking, speaking, creating and acting through 
the examination of assumptions, ideas and theories that are often taken for granted. They 
posited that the process engages students in critical, creative and caring thinking. 
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Students learn to respectfully and reasonably challenge ideas and question the thinking of 
others. The curriculum aspects of CPI teach students to use inquiry tools and processes 
that will assist them to reach deeper philosophical understandings and make epistemic 
progress individually and as a community of learners. The COI provides students with 
opportunities to challenge and dissect ideas and explore alternatives in a safe, structured 
and inclusive learning environment in which all views are considered and valued. 
Community of inquiry 
In this thesis, the COI refers to the facilitated, dialogic inquiry process in which students 
work collaboratively with their facilitator to explore philosophical concepts; analyse and 
evaluate abstract philosophical issues; construct new understandings based on the 
thinking of the community; and reflect on thinking. Students and teacher are generally 
seated in a position that enables dialogue to flow freely between all members of the 
community. The COI provides students with opportunities to challenge and dissect ideas 
and explore alternatives in a safe and construct reasoned arguments in a structured and 
inclusive learning environment in which all views are considered and valued (Burgh et al., 
2006; Cam et al., 2007; Lipman et al.,1980; Lipman, Sharp & Oscanyan, 1980; Splitter & 
Sharp, 1995). 
The classroom as a learning community 
The notion of the classroom as a deliberative, dialogic community is central to CPI (Burgh, 
Field & Freakley, 2006; FAPSA, 2011; Lipman, 1991; Splitter & Sharp, 1995). To create an 
environment of deep thinking and sustained inquiry, the class must work together as a 
leaning community. An effective learning community is one in which students collaborate, 
share dialogue, care about the process and the learning progress of all members, and they 
feel safe to share their views and to construct new knowledge. The learning environment is 
one in which the authority is shared, empowering its members to take ownership of the 
learning (Cam et al., 2007; Dewey, 1916; Lipman et al.,1980). For students to commit to 
the process, they need to develop trust both in the community as a unit and the inquiry 
process. Additionally, classroom communities take time to develop and require consistent 
maintenance (Brown & Campione, 1994; Cam et al., 2007). CPI is supportive and inclusive 
of all students; it minimises the risks of thinking and provides an environment in which 
students know that their ideas will be valued and considered without the fear of put-down. 
A set of engagement protocols is a necessary component of dialogic inquiry as the 
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protocols help to maintain structure and assist the students’ understanding of their role in 
the process. An example of a set of protocols commonly used for CPI is: listen attentively; 
build on and connect ideas; respect self, others and their ideas; disagree reasonably and 
respectfully; there may be many correct responses (adapted from Cam et al., 2007).  
CPI provides students and their teachers with a highly effective way in which to work 
together as functional community of learners. The skills and processes developed through 
sustained experience within communities of inquiry facilitate the evolution of a community 
within a classroom that, if carefully cultivated, will continue beyond the learning context in 
which it was initially introduced. Through sustained immersion in the processes and skills, 
discussion becomes dialogue and both teachers and students become members of a 
caring community of learners in which thinking and collaboration are highly valued.  
COI is the pedagogical process and in addition, as children participate in the shared 
process they come to view themselves as members of community that carries certain 
norms and expectations for members. The students identify as a class COI in the macro 
sense in that the deliberative, democratic process of collaborative inquiry transforms 
classroom practice and becomes a method of purposeful learning with application across 
contexts (Burgh, Field & Freakley, 2006; Lipman, Sharp & Oscanyan, 1980). The DRT 
framework provides a way of working to promote the development of a community of 
thinkers and learners within the classroom as proposed in the work of Brown & Campione 
(1994), Burgh et al. (2006), Lipman et al. (1980), and the many practitioners involved in 
the various traditions of dialogic pedagogy and philosophy with children. 
Community of inquirers 
The formation of an effective COI requires commitment to the process by the participants. 
According to Sharp (1987), students not only need to commit to the ways of working, they 
also need to develop the collective identity of a community of inquirers. Individual 
participants have a responsibility for the collective dialogue of the class community. For 
this to take place, teachers need to give time to the teaching of collaborative skills and 
processes and, in addition, to the ways of working need to be modelled firstly by the 
teacher. Sharp argued that the skills required to work in this way are enabled by the 
teacher creating conditions that facilitate students’ development of the dispositions and 
practices required to participate effectively in open collaborative inquiries. Students need 
to be provided with opportunities to enact the characteristics of reasonableness, fair-
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mindedness and critical and imaginative thinking through participation in in open inquiry 
situations. Development of community takes time and considerable attention to the 
process, and once developed, requires maintenance. However, according to extensive 
research by Brown (1994), effective learning communities facilitate greater student 
engagement and, therefore, have the potential to lift learning overall. 
Students develop inquiry dispositions at varying rates depending on their initial 
engagement with the ways of working and their understanding of and openness to the 
ideas presented within the inquiry. Some students initially struggle with the requirement to 
think and work in this way, especially students who find it difficult to slow their thinking or 
deal with abstract ideas. However, over time most students come to value the community 
and what it brings to their learning. When commencing with a new cohort of students, even 
if the students are experienced in working with COI practices, it takes time to establish 
trust within the group and build community. This is because group dynamics have 
changed, and the new community needs time to settle and take shape together as a 
collective unit. There are always a small number of students in any new group that very 
quickly demonstrate an interest in or passion for philosophising. These students take an 
important role within the group without being made aware of it. Due to their capacity and 
willingness to deal with abstract ideas, they create a Zone of Proximal Development 
(Vygotsky, 1978) for others with the community. Through the sharing of their own ideas 
and their engagement they model the processes in a way that is accessible for others 
within the community. Other students imitate these skills and reconstruct the ideas that 
they have heard, enabling them to participate actively in the discussion and from this 
experience begin to shape their own thinking behaviours (Maybin, 2013; Mercer & 
Littleton, 2007; Wertsch, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978). Sharp (1987) proposed that when a 
student can understand the ideas of another, they will then ‘treat these words as their own’ 
and reconstruct them in ways that make sense to them (p.40). Students who find 
opportunities to guide the inquiry have been referred in this thesis as the more capable 
peers within an inquiry (Brown, 1992; Vygotsky, 1978) This is not to be viewed as an elitist 
position, as only the teacher is overtly aware of the role that these students play in 
scaffolding the collective thinking within the community. The role these students 
inadvertently take within the class community is relevant to this thesis as these students 
are instrumental in the development of collective DRT. 
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Facilitation of the inquiry 
During COI, the teacher’s role is a one of facilitation of dialogue rather that transmission of 
knowledge. Renshaw (2004) argued that the dialogic process bridges the gap between a 
transmission mode of teaching and an unstructured, learning by discovery approach. The 
teacher’s role involves modelling the use of the intellectual tools and facilitating the 
discussion to promote deep understanding of concepts and issues. Facilitation requires a 
deep understanding of what it means to philosophise – to think about ideas ontologically, 
epistemologically and axiologically, and to pay attention to logical reasoning. Teachers as 
facilitators, therefore, need to use a balance of open, procedural and substantive 
questioning to encourage students to facilitate such discussion, i.e., to engage in rich 
dialogue, uncover and test faulty reasoning and make epistemic progress during an 
inquiry. Susan Gardner (1995) argued that effective communities of inquiry require vigilant 
facilitation and firm guidance, both of which focus on the main goal of progress in the 
pragmatic sense. Gardner further maintained that in the search for deep understanding, 
the teacher must pay consistent attention to the process of thinking, the direction of the 
discussion and the participants’ development of independent inquiry skills. The COI is a 
demanding process for all participants, including the teacher. There is often a tension 
between following the path of the inquiry and maintaining a focus on collaborative inquiry 
skills and practices. Balancing all the elements requires skilled facilitation by the teacher.  
Education in Australian Schools  
This section discusses the current education climate in Australia regarding national testing 
and accountability; the Australian Curriculum and national change initiatives. Ways in 
which the DRT framework could be positioned within the Australian education system have 
been identified in the following paragraphs. 
National assessment practices 
The National Assessment Program (NAP) was developed as a consistent, reliable 
measure to determine Australian students’ capacities to meet educational outcomes that 
would provide them with the knowledge, understanding and skills required to sustain their 
lives in an increasingly global world. Commencing in 2008, the literacy and numeracy skills 
of students Australia wide in Years 3,5,7 and 9 have been assessed through the National 
Assessment Program in Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) test. Although the intention 
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was to lift outcomes throughout Australian schools, as noted in a recent investigation by 
Howell (2016), examining children’s experiences of NAPLAN in both state and private 
schools in Queensland, the testing regime has resulted in discordancy between the 
intended impact and outcomes of NAPLAN testing and the perceptions of communities, 
school staff and most importantly the students themselves. This impacted on the ways in 
which schools functioned as learning communities and impeded the integral connections 
occurring among schools. Further, Howell noted NAPLAN experiences had negative 
consequences for many students.  
The ways in which schools prepared students to sit the test varied considerably. Some 
schools focused only on literacy and numeracy from the beginning of the year until the 
week of NAPLAN testing. It was noted that in the school in which the investigation of DRT 
was conducted, the research was not able to commence each year until second semester 
due to the focus on NAPLAN in first semester. Although the school did not practice to the 
test, there was an extensive focus on literacy and numeracy skills. I saw this as 
counterproductive as NAPLAN requires students to think effectively and deeply and to 
carefully consider how best to respond to the test items, therefore, a focus on how to think 
could only enhance their literacy and numeracy learning. Dewey (1916) argued that “all 
which a school can or need do for pupils, so far as their minds are concerned … is develop 
their ability to think” (p152). It would then follow that students, when taught how to think, 
would apply this learning in any discipline including the areas of literacy and numeracy, as 
well as the ways in which they approached the task of test taking. Nationally there has 
been a significant amount of professional development provided for schools to enable 
school leaders and teachers to develop skills and processes deemed to lift learning 
outcomes. Much of this has taken place following the introduction of the Australian 
Curriculum. As philosophy is not a mandatory discipline in Australian schools, the teaching 
of philosophy often became sidelined to allow more time for each new initiative to be 
unpacked. It could be argued that many of the suggestions for change would benefit from 
the inclusion of DRT as a framework for thinking, as will be demonstrated throughout this 
thesis.     
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA) 
In response to the national test results of Queensland students in 2008, a review the 
State’s curriculum and educational standards for primary schools was conducted with the 
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aim to lift the educational outcomes of students, specifically in the areas of literacy, 
numeracy and science (Department of Education and Training, 2009). Through his 
research for the review, Masters (2009) noted that successful classroom teachers have 
high expectations of student leaning. They strive to create safe, supportive learning 
environments in which students are engaged in the process of learning, are self-motivated 
and understand the link between effort and achievement. Successful teachers believe in 
the capacity of all students to attain lift in learning if they are given appropriate 
opportunities and support.  
The Melbourne Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians (MCEETYA, 
2008) states that “schools play a vital role in promoting the intellectual, physical, social, 
emotional, moral, spiritual and aesthetic development and wellbeing of young Australians, 
and in ensuring the nation’s ongoing economic prosperity and social cohesion” (pp. 4-5).  
The Melbourne Declaration, Goal 2 states that Australian Governments and all school 
sectors need to work collaboratively to ensure that all young Australians become 
‘successful learners’, ‘confident and creative individuals’ and ‘active and informed citizens’. 
The curriculum needs to support students’ development of a comprehensive set of skills 
that could be applied to a vast range of work and life situations. These skills would enable 
students to able to think deeply, reason logically, solve problems, create, innovate, and 
work independently and collaboratively (pp. 8-9). Additionally, the Declaration proposed 
that the Australian Curriculum would include the following necessary elements: a solid 
foundation in knowledge, understanding, skills and values on which further learning and 
adult life can be built; deep knowledge, understanding, skills and values that will enable 
advanced learning and an ability to create new ideas and translate them into practical 
applications; and general capabilities that underpin flexible and analytical thinking, a 
capacity to work with others and an ability to move across subject disciplines to develop 
new expertise (p. 13). A significant implication here is that, as educators, we are far more 
than just than providers of subject specific knowledge. We have a responsibility to assist 
students to become life-long learners and actively engaged members of society. To 
accomplish this, we need to attend to their intellectual, physical, social and emotional 
development.  
ACARA addresses the goals of the Melbourne Declaration through specification of a 
curriculum content which includes learning areas, General Capabilities (GCs) and Cross-
curriculum Priorities (CCPs). The curriculum has been designed to address current 
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educational priorities in an era of rapidly changing knowledge where knowledge does not 
fit neatly into a curriculum organised exclusively by learning disciplines. Students require a 
range of specific transferable capabilities and understandings that would enable them to 
think and act effectively across all learning disciplines and in their world beyond school, 
now and in the future. These specific capabilities and understandings have been included 
in the Australian Curriculum as GCs and CCPs. The Expectations of the quality of learning 
in relation to the extent of knowledge, depth of understanding and sophistication of skills 
are explicitly clarified through achievement standards (ACARA, 2016).  
It is important that all students be provided with multiple, differentiated opportunities to 
construct knowledge and gain deep understanding of the curriculum content. This 
research aims to discover, explore, consolidate and disseminate innovative pedagogical 
practices that would effectively address the implementation of the GCs, deepen knowledge 
of concepts within the curriculum and accommodate the diverse learning needs of 
students across a variety of settings. The pedagogical approach of CPI underpins and 
supports the existing curriculum program, specifically in the areas of the GCs embedded in 
the Australian Curriculum. It enhances the teaching and learning process through 
facilitation of deep understanding and more effective reconstruction of learning for all 
students. The learning gained from CPI regarding skills, processes and conceptual 
understandings enables students to reach deeper understanding of knowledge, concepts 
and ideas throughout all learning disciplines and encourages them to develop specific 
habits of mind that would assist them to become thoughtful, respectful, and responsible 
citizens throughout their lives.  
General Capabilities 
In all learning areas within the Australian Curriculum students are required to make 
inferences, draw conclusions and reflect on learning. It is however, often the case that 
these skills are not taught as part of the learning experience and the ways in which they 
are intended to develop and employ these skills are not always made clear to the students. 
The Australian Curriculum includes seven General Capabilities: Literacy, Numeracy, 
Critical and Creative Thinking, Information and Communication Technology (ICT) 
Capability, Personal and Social Capability, Ethical Understanding, and Intercultural 
Understanding. These capabilities incorporate knowledge, skills, dispositions and 
behaviours that would be required across all key learning areas to learn effectively in 
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school and to live confidently and successfully in a rapidly changing and complex global 
world. The General Capabilities are taught and assessed through the content areas and 
have been designed to add depth and richness to the learning (ACARA, 2016). The DRT 
framework addresses the teaching of critical, creative and ethical thinking. It is proposed 
that reasoning, inquiry and reflection tools and processes would be taught in ways that 
enable students to reach deep understanding of the content under exploration. Through 
the process of CPI, students develop personal and social capabilities. CPI builds literacy 
skills as the collaborative process encourages students to articulate their thinking, and 
further, it provides them with a metalanguage in which to share deliberative dialogue. 
Furthermore, the tools, processes and conceptual understandings developed through 
immersion in DRT are congruent with the cross-curricular thinking practices outlined in the 
General Capabilities Learning continua (ACARA, 2016).   
Inquiry approach 
The Australian Curriculum Learning Descriptions have been “written to facilitate rigorous, 
in-depth study, with an emphasis on depth rather than breadth” (ACARA, 2012, p.13). The 
Australian Curriculum emphasises inquiry as a key pedagogical method to unpack the 
learning for students, facilitate depth of understanding and engage students in learning, 
however, to discuss its benefits, we must first examine the construct of inquiry learning. 
Linking to Peirce’s theory of genuine doubt and its significance to the inquiry process, 
authentic inquiry learning experiences should represent ‘real-world’ situations or have 
connections to students’ life experiences. In practice, however, classroom inquiry tasks are 
often far removed from the genuine experience itself and, thus, can become no more than 
a ‘paper doubt’ experience (Peirce, 1877).  
Dewey (1916) argued that if students are provided with opportunities to experience 
situations and discuss the outcomes of these situations then they will become natural 
inquirers. He concurs with Peirce’s notion of paper doubt, stating that if there is an 
“absence of the materials and occupations which generate real problems”, then students 
will not genuinely own the inquiry – it will belong to them only in the role of the student (p. 
156). Learning that requires only passive receipt of knowledge or activities that stand 
outside of the realms of the students’ own life experiences can often result in their 
disengagement as they feel they have no connection to and, therefore, no purpose for 
learning. If learning does not become a part of who students view themselves to be, then 
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they would attach no value to it in their lives (Dewey, 1916; Johanson, 1972; Hilderbrand, 
1996, 2016; Splitter, 2007, 2009). Splitter (2009) agrees with this view, arguing that “if 
students understand that their own views and understandings have a genuine place in the 
ongoing construction of the discipline, then they are likely to see themselves as authentic 
participants in that discipline” (p. 141).  
CPI engages students in philosophical inquiries and enables them to connect their own prior 
understandings, thoughts and genuine puzzlement with the questions, theories and 
problems that have incited philosophical dialogues throughout history. Splitter (2007, 2009) 
posits that CPI enables students to become part of a genuine, dialogic classroom community 
and it is this sense of belonging that enables them to identify with being “one among others” 
in an environment that values shared thinking. Today, the demands of an often-crowded 
curriculum can leave little room for students to learn through the experience of direct 
association with the environment from which the learning evolved. When it is facilitated 
effectively, CPI engages students in ontological, epistemological and axiological exploration 
of problematic concepts and through this they come to see themselves as authentic inquirers 
within communities that value learning.  The inquiry would generally take place over several 
COI sessions. As illustrated by the model below, the inquiry is not a linear process (see 
figure 2.2)  
 
Figure 2-2 CPI Inquiry Model 
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Conclusion 
This introduction has contextualised the thesis in terms of the following: the overall aim of 
the investigation, the key research questions, the theoretical framework, unique features of 
the investigation, the research context, the curriculum and pedagogical elements of CPI, 
education in Australia and a focus on inquiry. Through application of DRT, students would 
develop the capacities required to sustain thinking across time and contexts. It is 
anticipated that the thesis would provide teachers with a framework to assist their students 
to become critical, creative and caring thinkers with the ability to reconstruct their thinking 
experiences in and beyond the context in which they occur. CPI focuses on a vast range of 
a cognitive and metacognitive processes through which thinking and learning is made 
visible through the classroom pedagogy of COI. Although current education trends in 
Australia herald the need for students to be able to think effectively, in Queensland, 
opportunities for teachers to develop the skills of thinking and reasoning do not appear to 
have been a key systemic focus. DRT provides practitioners of philosophy with children 
(and other educators) with a frame on which to build students thinking capacities and at 
the same time address systemic education policy and initiatives. 
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CHAPTER 3 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
Introduction 
CPI gained its roots from two key theoretical perspectives that form the framework of this 
thesis: pragmatism following the tradition of Peirce and Dewey, and socio-cultural theory, 
founded by Vygotsky. Pragmatist epistemology and sociocultural theory have had a 
significant impact on the conception and development of CPI. This chapter begins with a 
discussion on the history of philosophy with children commencing with P4C. The 
subsequent sections of the chapter unpack the theoretical foundations on which this 
investigation has been constructed. This thesis proposes a return to the philosophical 
roots of CPI to further develop the ground-breaking work of Lipman. The investigation 
specifically focuses on the students’ development of deep reflective practices and 
reconstruction of intellectual habits through genuine inquiry experiences; as such, the 
theoretical roots of CPI form the basis of all elements of the research. 
History of collaborative philosophical inquiry with children 
As previously mentioned, CPI arose from the P4C program conceived by Lipman and 
developed with significant support from colleagues, especially Ann Sharp, at the Institute 
for the Advancement of Philosophy for Children (IAPC) at Montclair State University, New 
Jersey. Through his work with pre-service teachers and his concern for the educational 
‘entitlements’ of children, Lipman (2008) saw the need for restructuring the traditional 
approach to education that favoured a knowledge transmission method of teaching and 
learning in which students become passive receivers of knowledge through what Paolo 
Freire (1970) referred to as the ‘banking’ concept of education. Freire noted that the 
banking model enabled the power and ownership of learning to be retained by the 
educators. Lipman and his associates constructed a curriculum and pedagogical process 
(COI) that enabled students to take control of their own thinking and learning in 
collaboration with their class community.  
Theoretical background of P4C 
Lipman’s work is situated in the broader philosophical tradition of American pragmatism, 
originating with philosopher, logician, mathematician and scientist Charles Sanders Peirce. 
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Peirce’s pragmatism was not directed at education, but it resonates in the educational 
philosophy of John Dewey, who studied under him, and later Lipman who drew on different 
aspects of Peirce’s and Dewey’s philosophy. Central to pragmatism is an appeal to a 
combination of anti-scepticism and a fallibilist approach to the norms of inquiry. Peirce 
(1931, 1955) and Dewey (1938) maintained that the meaning of an idea is made through 
its practical application. Knowledge is a consequence of a problem-solving inquiry process 
of moving from doubt to belief that starts with disequilibrium and strives to answer 
questions and restore equilibrium (Burgh, 2009; Burgh & Thornton, 2016a; Pardales & 
Girod, 2006; Scheffler, 1974).  
Lipman (2008) envisaged a pedagogical mode that would facilitate this process of 
knowledge construction through collaborative, dialogic learning experiences. Initially 
influenced by Peirce, who argued that scientists came to understand scientific problems 
through the practice of inquiry methods in collaboration with other scientists, Lipman saw 
the discipline of philosophy as a methodology with which to convert the school curriculum 
content into “the subject matter of inquiry” (p. 119). He proposed philosophical exploration 
as a vehicle to emulate the way in which scientists worked in a collaborative quest towards 
the resolution of a scientific problem and envisaged the notion of the classroom as an 
authentic, functioning COI (Burgh et al., 2006; Pardales & Girod, 2006; Peirce, 1955). 
Lipman applied the collaborative scientific inquiry method as a framework for the 
pedagogical dimension of P4C, following the same rational process of investigation (Burgh 
& Thornton, 2016a; Lipman, 2008; Pardales & Girod, 2006; Peirce, 1955; Sprod, 2001).  
Curriculum and Pedagogy 
P4C, as Lipman originally intended, has two inextricably linked, key elements: narrative 
curriculum materials that facilitate exploration within the discipline of philosophy, and 
pedagogy as COI (Lipman, 2008; Kennedy, 2012). Lipman et al. (1980) specified the aim 
of P4C was not to have children become philosophers; it was to assist them to 
deliberatively and critically reflect on all aspects of their lives and encourage them to 
become “more thoughtful, more reflective, more considerate, and more reasonable 
individuals” (p. 15). He proposed that P4C would provide opportunities and the appropriate 
conditions for students to search for meaning relevant to their own lives and experiences 
and, thus, make sense of their world. In line with Piaget’s stage theory of cognitive 
development, specifically that children did not reach the stage of formal reasoning until 
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approximately 12 years of age, Lipman initially intended the curriculum for 11 to 12-year 
old students. However, he later challenged Piaget’s notion, extending the program to 
include materials designed for students from kindergarten through to secondary school 
(Cebas & Moriyon, 2003).  
Lipman commenced writing philosophical stories-as-text written in narrative form (novels), 
in 1969, completing them in the mid-1980s. These novels, based on philosophical theories 
and used in conjunction with accompanying teacher instruction manuals, were intended for 
use as a comprehensive philosophy curriculum for students from first year of primary 
school through to the completion of secondary school (Gazzard, 2012; Lipman, 2008). 
When he was creating the texts, Lipman (2008) aimed to infuse philosophy and narrative 
in such a way that ideas within the texts would ignite a sense of wonder in the minds of 
children. He saw that the texts would have two key purposes: (1) they would model 
philosophical thinking for both teachers and children; and (2) they would stimulate 
collaborative inquiry of a philosophical nature through the themes and ideas presented 
within the narratives. The novels, all of which begin with a situationally problematic 
situation and work towards a resolution, depict a group of fictitious children exploring a 
range of philosophical ideas through active participation in philosophical inquiries. Lipman 
leaves room for doubt by challenging students through the presentation of different 
narratives through the voices of the characters in the novel. He proposed that students 
would put themselves into the problematic situation presented in the novel and add their 
voice as another character, which practically become ‘externalised’ in the dialogue of the 
classroom.  
In the P4C curriculum, the readers are introduced to the collaborative inquiry method and 
philosophical ideas through the characters in the novels, who ‘model’ argumentation and 
inquiry, with the aim to encourage students to identify with their ideas and actions and, in 
turn, adopt reasonable thinking practices. Rather than systematically unpack the history of 
philosophical concepts, the novels are organised so that they develop the intellectual tools 
and processes of philosophical thinking; however, key philosophical ideas are presented 
within the pages through the shared dialogue amongst the characters in the novels. The 
role of the text as a model is to blend “both expository and narrative discourse” (De 
Marzio, 2011, p. 33). The expository discourse presents the factual realities of the world 
whereas the creative discourse stimulates imaginative possibilities and generation of a 
range of ideas, perspectives and hypotheses. Lipman argued that for the narrative to do 
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the work for which it was intended, the dialogue contained within the novels need to 
provide an appropriate balance of both rational and creative elements (De Marzio, 2011; 
Lipman, 2004, 2008). 
Global impact of P4C 
Although Lipman’s ideas on educational philosophy endured its share of criticism, it was 
awarded financial recognition and support initially in the State of New Jersey and later 
federally. The notion of educational philosophy stems from Dewey’s argument that logic is 
the theory of inquiry and philosophy is the theory of education. However, nowhere in the 
literature is it noted that Dewey imagined philosophical inquiry with children; it was Lipman 
(2004) who extended Dewey’s ideas to the practice of philosophical inquiry as an 
educative experience for children (p. 7). He argued that “Philosophy has a hand in the 
construction of all theory, including that of education, but specifically the practice of 
philosophy is a methodology of education” (p. 7).  
Lipman and associates embarked on a process of training classroom teachers and 
introducing children in numerous elementary schools across the USA to P4C. Lipman 
(2008) emphasised the need for teachers to develop skills in logic and argumentation, and, 
in addition, to understand philosophy as a discipline and to identify philosophical themes in 
the curriculum materials and in discussions. The curriculum and teacher education 
materials were designed to enable teachers to facilitate rigorous inquiry, and to model and 
promote sound argumentation practices in their classrooms. Through the philosophical 
novels and accompanying instruction manuals, teachers are introduced to the key 
domains of philosophy and the themes and issues within them. P4C teacher education 
also encompasses extensive training in the process of inquiry (Gazzard, 2012).    
Lipman’s ideas and practice of educational philosophy continued to gain momentum and 
was launched globally in the 1980’s. The practice of engaging children in philosophical 
discussions has gradually continued to spread worldwide and, as a result of Lipman’s 
foresight regarding the intellectual and moral education of children, teachers and 
educators have adapted his ideas variously to classroom practice, albeit this has led to his 
initial practices being developed in different directions (Lipman, 2008; UNESCO, 2007). 
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Australia’s influence on CPI 
CPI was introduced into Australia in the early 1980s by Laurance Splitter, then a 
philosopher at the University of Wollongong (Burgh & Thornton, 2016b; FAPSA, 2011). In 
1985 Lipman and Sharp attended the first National P4C workshop in Australia and   
conducted awareness sessions, seminars and demonstration lessons throughout 
Australia. Sharp visited Australian again in 1989 to attend a workshop in which the first 
Australian classroom materials were conceptualised in response to some initial concern 
that the content of the P4C curriculum being written for American teachers and students. 
Several philosophers and educators commenced development of classroom materials to 
meet the needs of Australian students and, more practically, to effectively link to the 
existing curriculum in each Australian State. The Federation for Australian Philosophy for 
Children Associations (FAPCA) was launched in 1991 at the first national conference to be 
held on philosophy with children. In 2002 P4C became Philosophy in Schools in Australia 
and later FAPCA became the Federation of Australasian Philosophy in Schools 
Associations (FAPSA). Over time an increasing number of philosophers and practitioners 
with an interest in doing philosophy with children have contributed to an Australian 
influence on CPI (see Burgh & Thornton, 2016b).  
Development of Australian CPI resources 
Splitter (1992) published the first classroom resource in a similar style to that of Lipman’s 
(1971) first philosophical narrative, Harry Stottlemeier’s Discovery. The purpose-written, 
philosophical narrative with accompanying teacher instruction manuals continued to be 
developed for Australian schools. Moving away from the philosophical novel, Cam (1993a, 
1993b,1994a, 1994b, 1997a, 1997b); wrote and edited a series of short stories and 
supporting resource manuals for teachers. He followed these in 2011 with a philosophical 
novel and associated teacher resource (Cam, 2011b, 2011c) and again in 2013 with a 
philosophical narrative that interweaves the historical path of Western Philosophy, also 
supported by a teacher resource text (Cam, 2013a, 2013b). In response to the National 
focus on values in Australian schools, Freakley, Burgh &Tilt MacSporran, (2008) produced 
a teacher resource book to facilitate student inquiry, containing a focused selection of 
purpose-written, ethical dilemmas and supporting discussion plans. 
Another departure from the P4C style of purpose-written novel was the development of 
teacher resources using existing children’s literature. Tim Sprod (1993) was the first author 
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in Australia to use children’s picture books as stimuli for philosophical dialogue. Sprod’s 
book was closely followed by de Haan, MacColl & McCutcheon (1995a, 1995b) who wrote 
a series of books designed for kindergarten and early primary students that included 
discussion plans and ideas centred on existing children’s narratives. Susan Wilks (2005) 
created a text that provided teachers with knowledge on how to select their own stimulus 
materials to support philosophical discussion in the classroom. Golding (2002, 2005b) 
developed teacher resources to support students’ conceptual development and 
philosophical discussion. Golding’s texts included a range of statements that could be 
used as stimuli for discussion, discussion questions, and activities to explore, analyse, test 
and connect philosophical concepts. Cam, Fynes-Clinton, Harrison, Hinton, Scholl and 
Vaseo (2007) co-authored a classroom handbook for teachers of early primary students 
including discussion plans and activities centred around a range of children’s picture books 
and later Davey Chesters, Fynes-Clinton, Hinton & Scholl (2013) developed a classroom 
handbook of a similar style for teachers of students in the middle years of schooling and 
beyond. This handbook connected with a broader range of stimulus materials such as 
movies, poems, songs, artworks and quotes with which to engage students in 
philosophical discussion.  
In addition, a range of theoretical and practical textbooks have been developed by 
Australian philosophers and practitioners (e.g.see Bleazby, 2013; Cam, 1995, 2006, 
2011a; Davey Chesters, 2012; Burgh, Field & Freakley, 2006; Davey Chesters, 2012; 
Golding, 2005a; Splitter & Sharp, 1995; Sprod, 2011) to assist teachers to implement CPI 
in both primary and secondary classrooms. The adaptation of teacher and student 
resources to suit Australian schools has enabled Australian teachers to make purposeful 
connections between the curriculum elements of CPI and the current national curriculum 
requirements. Regardless of how Lipman’s initial ideas on P4C have been adapted, CPI 
remains the central pedagogy. Over time, CPI practices in Australian schools have 
focused more on the pedagogy and often the philosophical aspect is not addressed in 
depth or made visible for the students. With the intention to realign the theoretical roots of 
P4C, this thesis proposes a theory of practice (DRT) that has been purposefully developed 
to retain the philosophy in CPI (see Chapter 5). 
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Pragmatist epistemology  
This section outlines CPI’s substantial theoretical connections to pragmatist epistemology 
through the work of Peirce and Dewey.  Although the significant impact of this work on 
P4C had been widely documented, many of the latter pedagogical models of philosophy 
with school-age students do not share the same theoretical focus.  
Peirce: rejection of certainty and reliance on communities of inquiry 
Peirce’s work bridges both science and philosophy. He proposes that philosophical 
exploration should imitate the way in which scientists worked in a rigorous quest towards 
the resolution of a problematic scientific theory. Peirce argued that “if disciplined and 
candid minds carefully examine a theory and refuse to accept it, this ought to create 
doubts in the mind of the author of the theory himself” (Peirce, 1855 in Pardales & Girod, 
2006). He is renowned for his rejection of the Cartesian view of an internalist conception of 
knowledge and preoccupation with certainty, including its access through a priori 
introspection. Peirce maintained that human access to knowledge is fallible, and, hence, 
the need for inquiry. He further described inquiry as a process positioned between 
‘genuine doubt’ and a ‘fixed belief’ with the accompanied feelings of disequilibrium and 
equilibrium (Johanson, 1972; Hilderbrand, 1996). In other words, inquiry begins with 
uncertainty and moves from a position of disequilibrium to equilibrium, resulting in action 
and understanding. This in turn, progresses to the re-evaluation and reconstruction of 
habits. The inquiry can only reach a satisfactory endpoint if individuals work together using 
reasoning processes to test and refine theories through self-correction to produce reliable 
knowledge, i.e., belief that is able to withstand scrutiny. Peirce argued that it is through this 
process that the community would arrive at a reasonable consensus; a position of 
warranted assertability that can be considered ‘knowledge’, ‘truth’, and ‘reality’, but only 
insofar as these concepts are grounded in the community of inquirers, not in individual 
consciousness. Peirce’s writings linked this view of truth to his philosophical theory of 
reality as the object of social consensus. He suggests that the unit represented by the 
consensus of opinion can be viewed as ‘real’ and, therefore, believable (Burgh & Thornton, 
2016a; Johanson, 1972; Hilderbrand, 1996; Pardales & Girod, 2006: Peirce, 1877).  
Peirce makes the distinction between genuine doubt and what he calls ‘paper doubt,’ a 
term he coined to describe Descartes’ position on doubt as a construct grounded in the 
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theoretical rather than in practice; a position he rejected. Cartesian philosophy proposes 
that ‘felt’ experience is essentially non-cognitive and, therefore, could not possibly result in 
reasoned judgment. In contrast, Peirce perceived genuine doubt to occur when an action 
or ‘real’ experience brings about a feeling of disequilibrium, resulting in one’s need to 
revise an existing belief, thus, initiating an inquiry process. Peirce (1877) argued that doubt 
is a state that causes us to feel ‘uneasy and dissatisfied’ with our judgment on a specific 
issue and it is this unease that drives us into active inquiry in order to reach a ‘calm and 
satisfactory’ position of belief (p. 4). He later reviewed his original ideas about genuine 
doubt, proposing that philosophical inquiry may commence with ‘cultivated doubt’ rather 
than genuine doubt. He suggests that in a philosophical inquiry process, uncertainty could 
be created through reflection on one’s existing beliefs and assumptions prompting 
examination and re-evaluation of these beliefs, thus, leading to genuine doubt at the 
middle point of the inquiry (Johanson, 1972; Hilderbrand, 1996; Pardales & Girod, 2006; 
Peirce, 1877). Peirce (1877) maintains that a position of belief does not merely refer to 
having settled knowledge but also believing in one’s belief in that knowledge. This 
proposition could be seen as a fundamental argument for the metacognitive practices 
developed through sustained engagement in CPI. 
Dewey’s contributions to the collaborative philosophical Inquiry method 
Dewey is well known historically for his educational and social reforms, and dominant 
philosopher in the 1920s, who contributed to what is now known as the classic pragmatist 
tradition alongside Peirce and William James. Dewey’s pragmatism focused on reflective 
thinking and the reconstruction of intellectual habits through personal experience and its 
inextricable links to education. His educational theory draws on the tenets of pragmatism, 
asserting that knowledge is gained through thinking in the context of action or experience, 
and further to this, “thinking is a method of educative experience’’ (Dewey, 1916, p. 163). 
Dewey asserted that humans are predisposed to take action when faced with problematic 
issues arising within their environment and it is through reflection on action that the habits 
formed in one’s environment are re-evaluated and reshaped. He further proposes the 
problem-solving process is best actioned communally and it is this process that contributes 
to the growth of democratic ideals (Burgh et al., 2006; Dewey, 1916, 1938; Quirk, 2000). 
Dewey (1938) regarded knowledge as an evolutionary process of reconstruction and vital 
for the ongoing survival and betterment of our species. Expanding Peirce’s theory of 
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communities of inquirers into the social realm, he envisaged the inquiry process as the 
most effective method to engage young minds in the process of authentic learning. His 
application of pragmatism in the context of schooling and thinking was evidenced through 
his notion of experience in education, which will be expanded upon later in this chapter. 
Dewey (1916) proposed that communication is the process by which the educative 
experience can be shared within communities and it is through this process that each new 
generation learns how to think and act within society. Dewey asserted that educational 
programs and pedagogy centred on the development of community would contribute to the 
growth of democracy. His perception of the school was that of a democratic society in 
which students, through participation in deliberative inquiry, become open-minded, 
reasonable, active citizens (Dewey, 1916).  
Dewey referred to himself as an experimentalist, as he identified pragmatism as social 
experimentation, and also as an instrumentalist, founded on his notion of social 
reconstruction of knowledge. Dewey (1916) argued that thinking must be “connected with 
increase of efficiency in action, and with learning more about ourselves and the world in 
which we live” (p.152).  He wrote extensively on the connections between an organism 
and its environment. For Dewey, thinking is inextricably linked to the reconstruction of 
thinking and self through interactions between habits and environment. He envisaged the 
reconstruction of philosophy into the social realm, proposing that the project of 
reconstructing philosophy as largely a matter of breaking down traditional barriers between 
abstract and practical knowledge; and thus in pedagogical terms by engaging students in 
DRT we are doing exactly that, breaking down the traditional educational barriers and 
understanding of what it means to break down the barriers (Burgh, 2009; Burgh & 
Thornton, 2016a; Burgh et al., 2006; Dewey, 1916, 1938, 1957; Gregory & Granger, 2012; 
Johanson, 1972; Hilderbrand, 1996; Pardales & Girod, 2006).   
Learning to think occurs in social interaction and retains a dialogic and social nature. 
Humans are predominantly social beings. We rely on our interactions with others and the 
world around us to survive and move forward in life. For centuries, experiences that enable 
the acquisition of knowledge and wisdom have been passed down through generations 
through informal and formal modes of transmission (Dewey, 1916, 1925, 1938). Dewey’s 
notions on social reconstruction imply the need for students to be provided with multiple 
opportunities to engage with ideas that have the potential to shape their sense of self and 
expand their perspective of the world.   
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Dewey (1938) maintained schools need to provide a curriculum that enables students to 
participate in the ‘direct experience’ of learning. However, he also suggested that the rapid 
growth of knowledge and technical competencies precipitated a division between direct 
experience and the learning that takes place in schools (Dewey, 1938). Like Peirce, 
Dewey also saw the scientific inquiry method as a way in which students could engage in 
authentic, self-corrective inquiry enabling them to reconstruct their habits through 
intellectualisation of direct, meaningful experience.  
Dewey’s inquiry model reflects the scientific method of inquiry in that it is based on the 
problematisation of an authentic situation with the aim to provide a resolution that would 
enhance the way in which similar situations would be experienced in the future. His model 
has three key stages: The first stage is the initial problematisation of a situation in which 
individuals have come to experience a sense of disequilibrium with regard to the suitability 
of their culture’s habits when appropriated in another environment; the second being the 
stage whereby the problematic situation is dissected and deconstructed in order to resolve 
the problem; and the third stage is a reflective process whereby possible solutions are 
tested and evaluated through engagement in self-corrective reconstruction of habits. 
Dewey saw inquiry as a continual process of reconstruction and intellectual growth 
(Dewey, 1916; Gregory & Granger, 2012). 
Lipman’s inquiry model follows Dewey’s pattern of inquiry (Cam, 2006; Burgh, Field & 
Freakley, 2006; Davey Chesters, 2012). Authentic, contestable situations are presented to 
students through philosophical narratives, and in response to this, students connect to 
their own life experiences, raise inquiry questions and share their views. The inquiry 
progressively moves through the creative phase of problem initiation and sharing of 
suggestions, ideas, hypotheses; moving into the critical phase of deliberation through 
reasoning and conceptual exploration, evaluation of ideas, evidence and criteria; and 
concluding with reflection on suggestions and resolutions. During the creative phase, 
ideas, suggestions and hypotheses are generated and offered for consideration by the 
community. In the critical phase the community engages in a process of critical reasoning 
and conceptual analysis and evaluation to test the ideas, suggestions and hypotheses and 
determine their capacity to address or resolve the initial problematic issue. Although this 
appears to suggest a linear progression of stages, the CPI method is more appropriately 
regarded as a cyclical or spiralling process as members of the inquiry may commence 
from different starting points or revisit earlier stages of the process as they reflectively 
36 
evaluate new ideas and suggestions in a deliberative move towards deep understanding 
and self-corrective growth (see Diagram 2.1). This, in turn, results in the evolution of 
further questions or intellectual disequilibrium, enabling the continuous reconstruction of 
intellectual habits (Burgh et al., 2006; Cam, 2006; Davey Chesters, 2012). 
Dewey’s notion of experience in education 
Given the importance of experience in Dewey’s educational philosophy, it is necessary to 
further clarify this key concept. Dewey (1938) proposed there to be an “organic connection 
between education and personal experience” (p. 25). By this he was not inferring that all 
personal experience would directly lead to useful education or that education only occurs 
through experience. He maintained that for personal experience to be considered 
educative, learners would need to experience successive situations that would enable 
them to expand their understanding of their environment and the world. Dewey (1938) 
suggested that ‘habits’ are formed within the environment in which a child lives and 
socialises, and it is through experience shared with others from another time, place or 
culture that the child is able to view situations from perspectives other than the ones 
formed within their own environment. He further asserted that this type of experience 
would have a future in the child’s development as a democratic citizen. Dewey (1938) 
described experience as primarily a combination of two elements: an active element in 
which the participants ‘experiment’ with new learning and a passive element in which the 
participants experience the consequences of their actions resulting from the 
experimentation. He further proposed that this type of experience involves change but the 
change has no purpose for the participant without reflection and reconstruction of habits. It 
is reflection on the relationship between an action and its consequences resulting in 
reconstruction of intellectual habits that connects experience to thinking (Dewey, 1916, 
1938). 
Dewey (1938) defined education as “a constant reorganising or reconstructing of 
experience” (p. 76). Experience could only be considered educative if the consequences of 
the experience inform subsequent experiences, thus forming an “experiential continuum” 
(p. 33). If learners are provided with opportunities to experiment within new environments 
and reflect on the consequences of their experimentation, then the habits formed within 
their own environment may be modified to suit the new situation. These newly evolved 
habits, when applied to subsequent experiences of a similar nature will, in turn, impact on 
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the outcomes of the further experiences. The continual internalisation and reconstruction 
of successive experiences and the evolution of habits contributes to the intellectual and 
moral growth of the learner. Mirroring Dewey’s profoundly practical perspective, CPI can 
provide authentic opportunities for children to acquire new knowledge and enhance their 
perception of life, enabling them to review their understanding of the world and, in turn, 
reconstruct their intellectual habits (Anthamatten, 2012; Dewey, 1938; Gregory & Granger, 
2012; Lipman, 2003).  
Reflective education as a reconstruction of self 
Dewey (1997) described reflective thought as “active, persistent, and careful consideration 
of any belief or supposed form of knowledge in light of the grounds that support it, and 
further conclusions to which it tends” (p. 6). He regarded this deliberative method of 
investigation as an inquiry process whereby the evidence supporting a belief is tested and 
evaluated through a sound reasoning process to determine the foundational strength on 
which the belief is based. Dewey argued that reflection is a chain or of reflective thoughts - 
each thought forms as a “consequence” of the one that precedes it and takes with it 
something can be used inform the thoughts that follow. Reflection arises out of a state of 
doubt regarding a belief, which, in turn, leads to a search for further facts to confirm or 
disprove its existence. This is consistent with Peirce’s view of the inquiry process as a 
continuum in which inquiry lies between the poles of genuine doubt and fixed belief 
(Dewey, 1997; Hilderbrand, 1996; Johanson, 1972; Peirce, 1877). 
Dewey’s notion of reflection (1997) as the testing of beliefs through a deliberative inquiry 
process relied on the application of the skills of critical reasoning to test inferences and 
draw evidence-based conclusions. He argued that reflective habits are not innate and 
cannot be acquired through casual encounters within one’s environment; therefore, 
protracted practice of reflective skills would be necessary for these intellectual habits to 
evolve. He further suggested that to cultivate these habits, one must be open-minded and 
accepting of doubt, practise the suspension of judgment and accept only conclusions that 
are based on well-tested evidence.  
Dewey (1997) proposed that the main goal of education should be to provide suitable 
conditions in which students’ intellectual habits are nurtured and sustained. CPI facilitates 
these conditions in that it “emphasizes dialogue, deliberation and strengthening of 
judgement and community” (Lipman, 2003, p. 230). As far back as ancient Greece, 
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philosophers have recognised that reasoned, considered thinking paves the way for the 
practice of philosophy, however, through the work of Peirce, Dewey, Lipman and all who 
have followed this path, it is now recognised that philosophy is an effective means by 
which to advance the skills and processes of thinking (Dewey, 1916; Lipman et al., 1980). 
Lipman, Sharp and Oscanyan (1980) argued that modern societies are deprived of the 
experience of philosophical thinking and have for many years esteemed the notion of 
knowledge as memorisation of facts external to the individual and their environment.  
Socio-cultural theory 
CPI, in addition to the pragmatist influences of Peirce and Dewey, CPI has roots in the 
work of Lev Vygotsky, specifically in relation to socio-cultural learning and the ZPD. The 
notion of the ZPD is integral to this research as it provides a lens through which to 
examine the impact of the more capable peers on the collective thinking of the community. 
The impact of Vygostskyian theory on CPI 
Socio-cultural theory was founded on Marxist theory of the history of human society in 
which it is believed that historical changes in society and material life cause changes in the 
way humans behave and consciously think (Vygotsky, 1978). Vygotskian theory 
emphasises the profoundly social nature of learning, incorporating two planes of 
development, the social and the individual, as well as the notion of ZPD, which refers to 
the challenging of learners beyond their current level. Vygotsky argued that individuals 
appropriate and deploy historically and culturally developed tools and mediational means, 
thus development can be studied at broad levels such as the evolutionary or historical 
levels, the ZPD level of stages, and at the micro-developmental level (Vygotsky, 1978, 
1986).  
Vygotsky saw culture as a product of social history and society as the agent for change of 
the individual. His research provides significant justification for the dialogic teaching 
method, and particularly, the central pedagogy of P4C, namely COI or CPI. 
Every feature in a child’s cultural development appears twice: first on the social 
level, and later on the individual level; first between people (interpsychological), 
and then inside the child (intrapsychological). This applies equally to voluntary 
attention, to logical memory, and to the formation of concepts. All higher 
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psychological functions originate as actual relations between human individuals 
(p. 57). 
Vygotsky (1986) used the terms’ thought’ and ‘language,’ however, Wertsch (1979) 
asserted the terms ‘speech’ and ‘thinking’ more accurately describes Vygotsky’s theory as 
both are concerned with the active process of communication and the multiple interplays 
between the dynamic functions of speaking and thinking. More recently, Neil Mercer 
(2008) suggests the terms ‘talking’ and ‘thinking’ most accurately describe the dialogic 
approach to teaching in which students move from the interpsychological through 
experience of social talking to the intrapsychological by internalising the talk through a 
silent process of thinking. Both Vygotsky (1978) and Wertsch (1991) suggest speaking 
paves the way for thinking; however, they maintain this does not occur in a linear fashion. 
Thinking itself retains a dialogic form and provides resources for speaking and expressing 
personal viewpoints. A key developmental moment in the relationship between thinking 
and learning occurs when young children begin to use speech to plan, memorise and 
solve problems. When completing tasks, children begin by speaking to themselves and it 
is this private speech, originally termed ‘ego-centric’ speech by Piaget, which becomes an 
appropriation tool for them to make intellectual moves. This stage in the developmental 
process is regarded as pivotal in the transformation of the relationship between speaking 
and thinking. Piaget (1924), in reference to his stages of cognitive development, argued 
that children become able to process new forms of learning only when they reach specific 
stages in their cognitive development. However, Vygotsky (1978) argued that learning 
precedes development. 
Vygotsky (1978) maintained that children learn new skills through the imitation of others 
during times when they work or play collectively with other children who may have already 
consolidated the learning; or with the support of an adult. The concept of imitation refers to 
stretching further than what the child already knows or can do. The imitated skills could be 
well beyond their developmental level, but, it is through this imitation that children undergo 
internalisation, i.e., “the internal reconstruction of an external operation” (p. 58). ZPD is the 
gap between a child’s developmental level as determined by a child’s ability to solve 
problems independently and the level of the child’s potential ability when supported 
through the process by an adult or “more capable peers” (p.86). He further claimed that 
although a child’s developmental stages and their learning are connected, they do not 
automatically travel a parallel course. Children’s ability to learn specific skills may depend 
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on the level of support they are given and their exposure to collective interactions and 
experiences. Through working within the ZPD, children are challenged to go well beyond 
their current repertoire of skills.  
Vygotsky’s work formed a foundation for the development of theories and research into the 
constructs of scaffolded and collaborative learning (Brown & Campione, 1994; Wertsch, 
1991). His work significantly frames this research project in that the exploration of 
philosophical concepts through communities of inquiry is a collaborative, dialogic, socio-
cultural process in which the use of speaking to form thinking is central.  
Conclusion 
Although the theories of Peirce, Dewey and Vygotsky are distinct in many ways, there are 
significant similarities between their underlying philosophies of education. Glassman 
(2001) compares three key concepts underpinning the work of both theorists: “the roles of 
social history, experience/culture, and human inquiry”. Peirce, Dewey and Vygotsky 
propose that none of these concepts could operate without the others but each saw 
differences in the ways in which the concepts related to each other. Dewey’s concept of 
experience, merging thinking and action, supports Vygotsky’s theory of culture in which it 
is posited that the child internalises new understandings through direct social interactions. 
The notion of experience for pragmatists is significantly linked to the phenomenology of 
inquiry within a community. Dewey (1925) notes the term ‘experience’ could be replaced 
with that of ‘culture’. In varying terms, the three theorists emphasise the influential role of 
the social on the individual and concur that language is internalised through the 
experience of social interactions (Burgh & Thornton, 2016a; Glassman, 2001; Dewey, 
1916, 1925, 1938; Vygotsky, 1978, 1986). 
This study focuses on DRT as a construct and the specific ways in which it evolves and 
becomes a part of the students’ learning practices within and beyond the context of CPI. 
The deep theoretical roots of CPI have considerably impacted the conception and 
development of DRT as a theory of practice and form the framework of this thesis. All 
decisions regarding the design of the investigation, methodological approach and the 
interrogation of the data have been viewed through the lens of this theoretical frame. 
Design research was selected as a methodology due to its roots in socio-cultural theory, 
specifically in relation to Vygotsky’s theory of the ZPD. Furthermore, the tenets of the 
thesis extend Lipman’s P4C model in the following key ways: Firstly, the thesis specifically 
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draws attention to Peirce’s idea of fallibilism in relation to genuine doubt. The notion of 
genuine doubt has only been briefly touched upon in the field of CPI with children, not 
explicitly put into practice in the same way ‘thinking tools’ are made explicit in the 
classroom. The term ‘community of inquiry’ first appeared in an article co-authored by 
Lipman and Sharp (1978) in the Oxford Review of Education, in which “Lipman credited 
Sharp with reconstructing the Peircean/Buchlerian notion of community of inquiry into a 
model of educational practice” (Burgh & Thornton, 2016a, p. 165). As Burgh and Thornton 
(2016a) observe: 
The literature on the community of inquiry, and philosophy for children generally, 
has neglected the notion of genuine doubt, yet it plays a pivotal role in Peirce’s 
notion of inquiry. Therefore, we seek to reinstate the centrality of genuine doubt in 
line with Peirce’s intent, and in doing so add a missing dimension to Lipman and 
Sharp’s reconstruction of the community of inquiry into a model of educational 
practice. Re-emphasising genuine doubt as integral to inquiry enables a deeper 
understanding of its interconnected relationship to wonder, fallibilism and inquiry 
and how they inform the practice of the community of inquiry. (pp. 165-166) 
I re-emphasise the practice of COI as an educational activity of inquiry, experimentation 
and collaboration stimulated by intelligent curiosity that arises from a “sense of genuine 
doubt that signals a rupture in consciousness” (Gregory & Granger, 2012, p. 6). 
Additionally, on-going self- and peer-assessment in this thesis focuses on students’ 
development of dispositions that remains open to genuine doubt and collective doubt as it 
is cultivated within the COI. Finally, the research repositions the Deweyian notion of the 
COI as a place where students are encouraged to bring their own experiences into the 
greater community through discussion and analyses of these experiences in terms of their 
belief-habits in the habitat (Anthamatten, 2012). Lipman introduced the novels to draw 
attention to the philosophical ideas but his attention was on the development of a safe 
place for students to discuss these ideas through the novel rather than viewing the COI as 
Dewey saw it, connecting directly to the inquirers’ own experiences (Bleazby, 2012). 
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CHAPTER 4 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
This chapter reviews key literature and examines empirical research relating to philosophy 
with children, specifically focussing on connections to DRT as a theory of practice (see 
Chapter 2). The literature review follows on from the previous chapter to discuss views of 
current philosophers and practitioners involved in doing philosophy with children. The 
review positions this thesis within the contemporary practices of CPI with children. It 
justifies the purpose of the investigation, identifies gaps in the literature and provides 
critical synthesis of the literature, focusing on relevance to DRT.  
The literature commences with the modes of thinking that underpin Lipman’s P4C model. 
Key empirical research in CPI has been discussed, highlighting the role of DRT in building 
this field of research. The concluding section illustrates how the literature has informed the 
theoretical and conceptual framework of the thesis and outlines the intended contributions 
of DRT to future applications of philosophy with children. 
 Multidimensional thinking 
This section provides an overview of the modes of thinking in the context of CPI. Lipman 
(2003) noted thinking philosophically requires an overlap and complex interaction of the 
critical, creative and caring modes of thinking, referring to this as ‘multidimensional’ 
thinking. He further argued that each mode should not be applied in isolation as their 
effectiveness depends on the interconnections among the modes. When referring to the 
teaching of thinking in schools, critical and creative thinking are most often presented as 
an interconnected pair and the construct of caring thinking receives little attention. Critical 
and Creative Thinking and Ethical Understandings have been developed as GCs across 
all learning areas of the Australian Curriculum to assist students to think and act in ways 
that add value to their lives and the lives of others (ACARA, 2016). Caring thinking has 
been represented in the form of Ethical Understandings. This thesis expands on the 
capability of Ethical Understandings to include the ways in which students come to value 
epistemic progress as a class community and individually as a crucial element of life, both 
in and beyond school. The GCs are regarded as integral to all learning areas in the 
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Australian Curriculum; however, due in part to the overcrowding of curriculum 
expectations, these capabilities are often given scant attention in classrooms, specifically 
with reference to caring thinking. Teachers and students could benefit from a process to 
support inclusion of GCs.  
Critical thinking  
Critical thinking is generally considered an essential element of all learning and a focus for 
educators worldwide. However, it is important to note that critical thinking is a necessary 
but not sufficient condition of higher-order thinking. Following in the pragmatic tradition of 
Peirce and Dewey, Lipman (2003) argued that critical thinking is both a process and a 
product. The product of critical thinking is judgment, and therefore, critical thinking needs 
to have practical applications if we are to ‘see clear instances of judgment’ (p. 210). Ennis 
(1962) referred to critical thinking as logical thinking but in more recent years (Ennis, 1985) 
adjusted his definition to combine the logical and creative modes of thinking. Lipman 
(2003) maintained critical thinking relies on criteria, defining criteria as a type of reason 
that is guided by the practice in which it is to be classified or evaluated and can, therefore, 
be considered ‘cognitive accountability” (p. 214). He further posited thinking has both 
‘meta’ and ‘mega’ criteria: Meta criteria such as ‘strength, relevance, coherence, precision 
and consistency’ and mega criteria, defined by the regulative meanings relating to the 
philosophical domains of epistemology and axiology, such as ‘truth, right, wrong, just, 
good, beautiful’. Many education programs focus on teaching critical thinking skills to 
assist students to reason logically in all areas of the curriculum. However, if critical thinking 
skills are taught in isolation they may not be as effective. Lipman argued philosophy “helps 
children become imaginative, creative and appreciative caring thinkers, not just critical, 
analytical thinkers” (p.8). The application of logic, taught through sustained engagement in 
DRT, enables students to develop the capacity to think philosophically in a way that opens 
them up to new ways of dealing with knowledge. Through attention to reflective practice 
students develop the skills required to think metacognitively. Lipman maintained critical 
thinking is self-correcting, however, critical thinking is not in itself, metacognition. Self-
correcting skills in the context of this thesis have been extended to include an interactive 
process termed self- and peer-assessment process. Ongoing metacognitive practice has 
been noted to cultivate students’ reconstruction of the learning experience. 
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Creative thinking 
Young children are often curious and will use creative thinking and imaginative play to find 
meaning in their lives. These traits that make them natural philosophers and thus very 
suited to CPI approach to learning (Bleazby, 2012; Gregory & Granger, 2012; Lipman, 
1991, 2003; Lipman et al., 1980; Oliverio, 2012). Bleazby (2012) suggested children’s 
natural curiosity stems from constantly being presented with new experiences, but they 
often “lack the concepts that would help them make sense of those experiences” (p.106). 
Creative thinking, according to Lipman (2003), is ‘hypothesis guided’ and, therefore, 
crucial to CPI. Prior to any critical evaluation of thinking, students need to be able to 
stretch and play with ideas and imagine hypothetical situations. Bleazby (2012) argued 
that creative exploration of ideas and flexible thinking will enable learners to more 
effectively resolve problematic issues and develop criteria for the philosophical concepts 
under exploration. She proposed that “imagination plays a fundamental role because it 
enables us to go beyond actual experience and imagine situations as other than they are” 
(p. 98). Dewey (1997) offered the notion of ‘intelligent imagination’ which he asserted is 
essential to thinking, as it enables the thinker to reshape experience by drawing on 
imagined ideas rather than merely applying known facts. He viewed this as a valuable 
means of reconstructing experience. The freedom to speculate on a range of possibilities 
would facilitate more comprehensive meaning-making and provide a broader framework of 
ideas on which to form a reasoned judgement (Bleazby, 2012; Dewey, 1997). According to 
Bleazby (2012), CPI “emphasises fallibilism, self-correction and open-mindedness. These 
attitudes and abilities all depend on the capacity for imagination” (p. 6) 
Caring thinking  
The CPI method views the classroom unit as a reflective, democratic community unit 
based on the shared value of care. When examining the process of thinking, critical and 
creative thinking commonly come to mind. Lipman (1991, 1995) introduced ‘caring’ as 
another dimension of thinking, specifically regarding the collaborative, dialogic approach to 
thinking. He described caring thinking as ‘values thinking’ or respectful thinking – thinking 
that drives one to care or to act. He refers to Martha Nussbaum’s (2001) view that 
emotions such as pity or fear cannot be fabricated and in fact impact judgments in that the 
emotion is required for a specific judgment to be made. He also links Aristotle’s three-part 
division of inquiry as theoretical, productive and practical sciences with that of Immanuel 
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Kant who saw cognition as pure reason, practical reason and judgment. He related these 
divisions to the ideals of truth, meaning and value – truth as critical, meaning as creative 
and value as caring. Higher order thinking, according to Bloom’s Taxonomy includes 
analysis, synthesis and evaluation. It cannot be separated from the axiological 
considerations contained within it as decisions are inextricably linked to our values and 
their emotional manifestations. Thus, caring becomes cognitive in that it is about making 
judgments that are affective, appreciative, normative and empathetic, prompting one to 
take some form of action. Lipman noted that valuation is not the same as evaluation, as 
valuation is about prizing or appreciating and evaluation is about appraising or assessing, 
although the concepts are linked by degrees. For example, to appraise or assess 
something, one needs to be able to appreciate or value it (Lipman, 1991, 1995, 2003; 
Sharp, 2004).  
The practical implications of caring as an element of thinking are positioned well within the 
CPI construct and in the context of this thesis, namely, the DRT framework. Caring 
thinking is fundamental to CPI as it refers to how one participates in society and relates to 
others. It is reflection on these processes that enables and facilitates caring thinking. CPI 
provides opportunities for authentic discourse on concepts such as care, appreciation, 
values, respect. Students examine their own behaviours and values and that of others, 
and the democratic nature of the CPI builds a culture of trust and respect that calls for 
caring thinking and deliberative discussion on what matters in life. They are encouraged to 
consider caring as a construct and what it means for themselves and for their relationships 
to others. In addition, students reflect upon the community as a place where knowledge is 
constructed, identities are formed, and people work together with care for each other 
(Lipman, 1991, 1995; Sharp, 2004). Caring thinking as it has been described by Lipman 
(1991; 1995) and Sharp (2004) is the mode of thinking that has received the least attention 
in schools. It would be impractical to think that caring thinking can be effectively taught 
without consideration to community building and teaching students how to dialogue 
collaboratively. Community building in CPI requires students to genuinely care about the 
epistemic progress of the community and their own epistemic growth as thinkers and 
inquirers. The next section will attend to the integral aspects that enable students to make 
epistemic progress as a community of learners.    
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Building Community 
This section discusses three key aspects of dialogic community building: building a 
classroom thinking and learning community, dialogic inquiry and what it means to make 
epistemic progress.  
Building a classroom community  
Sharp (1987) refers to a community of inquiry is a community in which its members form a 
community of ‘persons-in-relation’ in which members work together as a unit to share their 
views, test and play with ideas, reconstruct the thoughts of others and pay attention to 
ongoing self- and peer-regulation (p.42). For a COI to function in this way, its members 
would need to commit to certain principles such as care for the dialogic processes, 
collective thinking and epistemic progress of the community, and to the practice of ongoing 
self- and peer-correction (Sharp, 1987). Through sustained commitment to the underlying 
principles of the COI, the classroom would ‘become’ a COI, not only when having a 
philosophical discussion; this would become the operational mode or all teaching and 
learning experiences and classroom interactions (Burgh, Field & Freakley, 2006) 
Linking to the work of Vygotsky, Ann Brown (1994) began to research the notion of the 
classroom as a community of learning in which students formed flexible, heterogeneous 
learning communities to participate in discourse based on the acquisition of deep 
understanding a specific learning area. Brown described the classroom community as 
having ‘multiple overlapping Zones of Proximal Development’. During the process, 
students’ progress at different rates, navigate different paths and ‘major’ in specific areas 
of knowledge depending on their interests and current expertise. The community ‘jigsaws’ 
their learning to create a co-construction of knowledge and meaning enriched by the 
diverse contribution of each group member. Students individual capacities vary within the 
learning community enabling a collective peer scaffolding to occur. Brown maintained the 
members of the community are critically interdependent and this “promotes an atmosphere 
of joint responsibility and personal and group identity” (p.10).  
Brown & Campione (1998) argued that in classroom communities, both teachers and 
students create zones of proximal development through the sharing of ideas that spread 
within the community and are taken up and appropriated in different ways and at different 
levels by members of the learning community. The scaffolded processes of sharing the 
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expertise within a ‘domain of discourse’ and modelling of ‘habits of mind’ enables the 
instruction to be aimed at a level beyond the current expectations of the learners, thus lifting 
learning outcomes overall within the community (pp. 174–181). This thesis links to Brown’s 
work in that it will explore the extent to which students develop and appropriate repertoires 
of practice within flexible learning communities that enable multiple, overlapping layers of 
scaffolding. 
To create an environment of deep thinking and sustained inquiry, the class must work 
together to build a learning community. Similar to any working community, participants 
work towards common goals. The key goal of CPI is to make epistemic progress. For 
students to commit to the process, they need to have a sense of ownership over the 
community. Trust, both in the community as a unit and the inquiry process becomes 
paramount for all members. Classroom communities take time to develop and require 
consistent maintenance (Brown & Campione, 1994; Cam et al. 2007). Through CPI, we 
aim for an environment that minimises the risks of thinking and provides an environment in 
which students feel safe to share their ideas without the fear of put-down. This requires 
attention to the development of a community within the classroom where students feel safe 
to share their ideas and challenge thinking in reasonable and respectful ways. A set of 
engagement protocols is a necessary component of dialogic inquiry. The protocols 
maintain structure, facilitate students’ understanding of their role in the process and clearly 
articulate ways in which individual participants can support collective epistemic progress. 
An example of a set of protocols commonly used for CPI is: listen attentively; build on and 
connect ideas; respect self, others and place; disagree reasonably and respectfully; there 
may be many correct responses (adapted from Cam et al., 2007).  
CPI provides students and their teachers with a highly effective way in which to work 
together as functional community of learners. The skills and processes developed through 
sustained experience within communities of inquiry facilitate the evolution of a community 
within a classroom that, if carefully cultivated, will continue beyond the learning context in 
which it was initially introduced. Through sustained immersion in the elements of DRT, 
discussion becomes dialogue, ideas become philosophy and both teachers and students 
come to view themselves as members of a community that carries certain norms and 
expectations for its members. Sustained participation facilitates the development of a 
community of inquiry in the macro sense (Burgh, Field & Freakley, 2006) as participants 
collectively and individually adopt the role of inquirers (Burgh, Thornton & Fynes-Clinton, 
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2018, in press). The deliberative, democratic process of collaborative inquiry transforms 
classroom practice and becomes a method of purposeful learning with application across 
contexts (Burgh, Field & Freakley, 2006; Nichols, Burgh & Fynes-Clinton 2017; Lipman, 
Sharp & Oscanyan 1980). 
The dialogic community 
This thesis investigation, congruent with CPI, employs a pragmatist, socio-cultural 
approach to dialogic teaching and learning with the emphasis on collaborative dialogue. 
Bakhtin (1986) argued that deep understanding is naturally seeded in dialogue. The study 
has examined ways in which students use socially constructed dialogue to sustain DRT 
within thinking and learning communities. Firstly, it is important to highlight key differences 
between dialogue and conversation in the context of this thesis. Burbules (1993), 
Renshaw (2004), and Alexander (2008) made the distinction between dialogue and 
conversation, suggesting that the focus of the dialogic approach is on sustained 
engagement with and attention to the ideas and issues under discussion. Davey Chesters 
(2012) noted a further key distinction between dialogue and conversation, positing that the 
aim of dialogue ‘is for disequilibrium’ as examination of difference enables new 
understandings (p. 13). Gardner (1995, 2004) argued that CPI is not merely classroom 
conversation; it should be a progression towards truth, referring to the pragmatist notion of 
truth described by Peirce (1955) whereby truth is reached through inquiry. Concurring with 
Gardner, Cam (2011a) asserted that progression towards pragmatic truth can occur within 
a philosophical COI when propositions and beliefs are persistently tested by the 
community and found to survive rigorous scrutiny (p.111). The experience of inquiring with 
others in such a way enables the inquirer to develop the skills and dispositions of 
intellectual inquiry. Lipman (1988) concurs with this, asserting that when a class of 
students adopt the method of scientific inquiry and pay attention to logical reasoning they 
become a self-correcting community of inquiry, thus enabling progress towards 
‘impartiality and objectivity. (p.148).  
It is important to note dialogue is founded on meaningful questioning. Socratic method, 
an integral element of CPI dialogue, employs both dialogue and questioning. Socratic 
dialogue as documented in Plato’s work, originated with Greek Philosopher, Socrates, who 
claimed ‘the unexamined life is not worth living’. Socrates argued individuals should 
critically question their values, beliefs and the choices made if they are to live rich, fulfilled 
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lives. Socratic questions provide the foundation for rich, collaborative dialogue centred on 
deep moral and intellectual understanding (Fisher, 2007; Lipman et al., 1980; Sharp, 
1987). Turgeon (2015) posited that although Socratic questioning has influenced the P4C 
method, the context and intent of the question and the ethical considerations underpinning 
the question’s exploration should also be considered. If students are to develop the ‘craft’ 
of asking questions that build their epistemic understandings but at the same time carefully 
consider the ethic of care within the community then skilful guidance and attentive 
facilitation would be required.  
A dialogic community requires additional teacher focus in relation to the community’s 
sensitivity towards problematic, philosophical issues and use of reasoned thinking 
practices, as well as attention to the students’ moral development (Brown & Campione 
1994; Lipman et al., 1980; Sharp, 1987).  Renshaw (2004) noted that the ‘widening of the 
audience’ intellectually challenges students as it requires them to use logical reasoning 
processes and present their ideas with clarity. He proposed dialogue as a triadic construct 
which links interactions amongst people with individual reflection and the development of 
identity within communities. It is through interacting with peers that students develop the 
capacity to appropriate their words, use them for their own purposes and apply them in 
new situations.  
Fisher (2007) posited that the opportunity to think, question, build on and connect to ideas 
through shared dialogic inquiry, ignites students’ curiosity and engagement with ideas, 
thus, increasing their social construction of knowledge. It is through this shared dialogue 
that students gain an understanding of the thinking of others and, in turn, construct their 
own ideas and opinions (Fisher, 2007; Golding, 2006, 2007 2017; Lipman, 1988, 2004). In 
a dialogic community, students are required to think for themselves and share their 
thoughts with the community, enabling co-construction of ideas. Lipman et al. (1980) made 
the distinction between students thinking for themselves rather than by themselves and 
suggested the latter has no place in CPI. Lipman’s inquiry model is framed by pragmatist 
epistemology and its links to community. Peirce rejected the Cartesian notion that 
knowledge emerged through one’s internal processing of their thoughts and ideas, 
maintaining that knowledge is a ‘felt’ experience and shaped through examination of 
theory within communities of inquirers (Pardales & Girod, 2006).  Through co-construction 
of ideas and opinions, CPI encourages students to examine, re-examine and justify their 
personal and social values (Burgh et al., 2006).  
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The creation of a dialogic classroom community takes time, persistence and consistent 
practice. To effectively facilitate collaborative dialogue, teachers need to balance the need 
for a common practice with the space to celebrate diversity within the learning community, 
and additionally, balance the opportunity to follow the students’ ideas with the need to 
direct students towards more generalised forms of thinking and knowledge as dictated by 
the curriculum (Renshaw, 2004). Golding (2011, 2017) proposed a continuum model on 
which the COI maintains a balanced position midway between unstructured, divergent, 
student-directed talk and convergent, authoritative, teacher-directed instruction.  
Facilitating student interactions requires skill and practice and an understanding of how 
your own questions and interactions can impact the inquiry. It is not about relinquishing all 
authority - it is about sharing authority and empowering students to have a voice (Gardner, 
1995; Lipman, 2004; McWilliam, 2008; Scholl, Nichols & Burgh, 2009). Freire (1970) noted 
dialogue is not possible between citizens who deny others the right to speak and those 
who rights have been denied. During CPI, the teachers’ right to speak should not be 
privileged over that of the students. In a CPI community, teachers and their students share 
the roles of teacher and learner as they work together to co-construct knowledge and 
progress the inquiry. 
Lipman, Sharp and Oscanyan, (1980) asserts the teacher needs not only knowledge of 
philosophy, but also the skills to introduce knowledge of philosophy to children in a way 
that models a disposition of thinking, wondering and questioning to help them make sense 
of their world. Lipman’s dialogic model incorporates the democratic values of social inquiry 
with the communicative practice of philosophical dialogic inquiry (Kennedy, 2012). 
Influenced by pragmatist theory, Lipman et al., (1980) and Sharp (1987) based their CPI 
model on the assumption that children learn through interaction with their environment and 
ongoing reflection and reconstruction of their experiences within the environment.   
Several empirical studies, framed by socio-cultural theory, examined dialogic classroom 
talk to determine its characteristics and benefits (see Alexander, 2008; Mercer, 2008; 
Renshaw & Brown, 2007; Rojas-Drummond & Mercer, 2004; Wegerif, Mercer & Dawes, 
1999). These studies highlight a range of methods in which classroom talk has been 
classified. In addition, they provide robust evidence of ways in which scaffolded, dialogic 
pedagogies enhance the quality and quantity of student voice; increase students’ 
individual reasoning abilities; and assist students to acquire and appropriate new learning. 
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Surprisingly, the dialogic community of learning is not overtly promoted by educational 
policy makers or curriculum developers generally. Possible reasons for this could be that 
dialogic pedagogies are not well understood and additionally they take time to develop and 
require persistent attention to sustain. Additionally, teachers require specific training in the 
knowledge and skills required to facilitate this type of classroom community.   
Epistemic progress  
The key aim of a thinking/learning community should be to make epistemic progress. The 
various traditions stemming from P4C differ in the ways they describe epistemic progress. 
Although all agree that effective philosophical thinking is required, the emphasis on what 
makes philosophical thinking effective seems to vary among traditions. Some prioritise 
attention to logical reasoning (Gardner, 1995, 2004; Mc Call, 2009) whereas others see 
the main goal as coming to a shared understanding of the community’s views, values and 
perceptions (Kennedy, 1998). All point to the need for inquiry to progress toward an end 
goal of further knowledge and deeper understandings. The progress of the community is 
an integral consideration and a difficult one for teachers to recognise whilst in the process 
of facilitation. Golding (2017) argued that CPI requires attention to philosophical epistemic 
progress – searching for deeper philosophical understandings through philosophical 
methods.  What he calls epistemic progress in this thesis refers to epistemic progress. In 
terms of epistemic progress, Murris (2008) argued “the extent to which philosophical 
enquiries are meaningful depends on the connections and links made by the community 
between abstract concepts or ideas, and the interests and experiences of its members’ (p 
678).  Peirce proposed the inquiry process should move towards belief from a position of 
doubt and ultimately progress to the ‘real.’ Real in this sense refers to the rigor of the CPI, 
insofar as what we call real or true whatever results from rigorous inquiry.  He argued that 
reality or what there is in the world is independent of what people believe and when 
communities rigorously and persistently inquire together and test theories, they will come 
to understand what is real (Pardales & Girod, 2006). This thesis views the construct of 
progress through a Peircean metaphysical lens whereby what may appear to be real at the 
time of the inquiry may once again change in response to ongoing examination of one’s 
beliefs within a community of inquirers.  
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Intellectual tools  
If we are to engage students in meaningful thinking, it is essential that we provide 
opportunities for them to wonder, puzzle, question and test their thinking. Therefore, it 
would follow that we would need to teach students how to think. Lipman et al., (1980) 
posited that all children naturally wonder from a very early age and that they aim to 
address their puzzlement about life’s issues either through scientific explanation, through 
symbolic interpretation of story, or by asking questions of a philosophical in nature. Many 
teachers fall back on the more traditional, didactic, teacher centred approaches to cope 
with increasingly demanding policy mandates and as a result, students have infrequent 
opportunities to question, play with or test ideas. The current Australian Curriculum heralds 
the importance of teaching the skills of each learning discipline in conjunction with the 
content knowledge, therefore, it makes sense that teaching of philosophical thinking tools 
should be an integral part of any philosophy program in schools. In the context of this 
thesis, the specific focus on intellectual tools is referred to as the intellectual element of 
CPI. The intellectual elements can be taught in conjunction with the substantive elements 
of philosophy and the processes or ways of working.  
Emerging from Vygotsky’s (1978) notion of the ZPD, Fisher and Frey (2014) developed the 
Gradual Release of Responsibility (GRR) framework, a scaffolded pedagogical structure 
on which to build teaching and learning. The learning moves through a process of explicit 
instruction and guided practice to facilitate students’ independent application of the 
learning. Elements of the framework were appropriated in this thesis to teach thinking and 
reasoning tools and practices. If students are to begin to implicitly use the intellectual tools 
during communities of inquiry and reconstruct their use in other learning contexts they 
would need to have a deep understanding of the purpose and use of the tools. Experience 
has shown that the intellectual tools of inquiry benefit from being given overt attention and 
revisited as a part of regular classroom practice. Also drawing from Vygotsky’s (1978) 
notion of the ZPD, A range of learning experiences to support focused teaching of the 
intellectual tools has been developed. Cam (2006), Cam et al. (2007) and Davey Chesters 
et al. (2013) document a range of thinking tools and activities to support the teaching of 
intellectual tools. The DRT framework illustrates a model in which the tools are taught in 
combination with self- and peer-assessment practices. This method facilitates students’ 
understanding of the purpose of the tools and how they can use them to sustain 
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engagement and make epistemic progress. The thesis also highlights ways in which DRT 
facilitates reconstruction of these tools beyond the original learning context.    
Ongoing self- and peer-assessment 
The practice of ongoing self- and peer-assessment is frequently articulated in the literature 
specific to the field of dialogic pedagogies and CPI (see Burbules, 1993; Dewey, 1997; 
Lipman, 1991; Splitter & Sharp, 1995). It is often mentioned using terms such as ongoing 
self- and group-correction, self-monitoring or self-regulation, however, the literature 
generally refers to the students’ ongoing attention to the quality of the reasoning. This 
thesis extends the meaning of the construct to include the ongoing interaction between 
metacognitive practice and reconstruction of the learning experiences.  
Metacognition 
Metacognition is broadly a term used for a range of complex understandings evolving 
through a process of reflective analysis, internalisation and reconstruction of one’s 
thoughts and actions (Bain, Ballantyne, Packer & Mills, 1999; Brown, 1977; Costa & 
Kallick, 2008; Fisher, 2007). Cognitive theorists and sociocultural/social constructivist 
theorists present very different terms for the processes of thinking, and the construct of 
metacognition. This thesis will focus on metacognition as a social constructivist, socio-
cultural process in which the emphasis will be thinking about one’s own thinking and the 
thinking of others through collaborative, dialogic inquiry. This is the process of self- and 
peer-regulation that includes thinking and inquiring collaboratively about the 
interconnected relationships of one’s own thoughts, behaviours and actions, and that of 
others (Brown, 1977, 1994; Costa-Carvalho & Mendonça, 2017; Dewey, 1938, 1997; 
Lipman, 2003; Miranda, 2000; Vygotsky, 1978). Laverty and Gregory (2007) assert that an 
effective community of inquiry is characterised by a shared responsibility toward the 
epistemic progress of the inquiry. When students self-monitor and evaluate their own 
thinking and contributions to the inquiry, the community then becomes self-regulatory. 
John Flavell (1979), a cognitive theorist, proposed a formal model of metacognition, 
previously referred to as reflective abstraction by Piaget (2001). Flavell’s research was 
grounded in cognitive theory and his work on metacognition specifically links to Theory of 
Mind. He identified four classifications of metacognition and recognised that complex 
relationships were inextricably interwoven amongst these: metacognitive knowledge – how 
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the information is used; metacognitive experiences – the individual’s internal responses to 
metacognition; tasks and goals – the outcomes of cognition; and strategies or actions – 
processes used to obtain success.  
Flavell (1979) was the first to formalise the idea of teaching students to think 
metacognitively by increasing their knowledge of metacognition and their monitoring skills. 
He suggested metacognition would “include critical appraisal of the message source, 
quality of appeal and probable consequences needed to cope with these inputs sensibly” 
(p. 910). Winne and Nesbit (2009) state that in scientific psychology, metacognition is 
defined as “the nature of knowledge, relations between knowledge and behaviour, and 
agency” (p.259). Brown (1977) developed her socio-cultural model of meta-memory and 
metacognition by drawing on Vygotsky’s theory. She argued that metacognition and, in 
particular, meta-memory involves the use of general problem solving or study skills such 
as predicting, checking, self-monitoring and reality testing: “metacognition demands the 
ability to introspect about one’s own performance, to differentiate one’s own perspective 
from that of others” (p.10). This implies that the process of dialogic collaboration plays an 
integral role in the development of metacognition and, thus, concurs with the aims of this 
thesis. Flavell (1979) maintained that young children are not capable of metacognitive 
thinking. Van der Stel and Veenman (2014) posited that the capacity to generalise 
metacognitive skills across learning contexts did not develop until early adolescence. 
Brown’s (1994) studies reveal even very young children engage in meta-memory 
strategies. This encouraged education researchers such as Brown and Palincsar (1984) to 
develop strategies to enhance the use and transfer of ‘meta-skills’ from the early years of 
schooling, rather than presuming meta-skills develop through natural processes. Although 
Brown and Brown and Palinscsar’s research was not situated in the discipline of 
philosophy, the research is highly relevant to the theoretical understandings underpinning 
DRT, especially for educators who wish to extend aspects of DRT to learning areas other 
than philosophy. Ongoing self- and peer-assessment practices, defined as the interaction 
between metacognition and reconstruction of experience, emerged through the 
investigation of DRT. The practices that took shape through the research could be 
appropriated across learning disciplines. 
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Metacognition as dialogue 
Building on Brown’s and Palincsar’s interventionist approach to metacognitive practice, 
this thesis examines ways in which metacognitive skills and processes can be explicitly 
taught so that children develop repertoires of metacognitive practice which could be 
applied in and across contexts. Metacognition is dialogic in nature in that it begins in 
interaction with others and additionally it takes the form of an internal dialogue with 
oneself. Palincsar (1984) argued that the reciprocal teaching method is best implemented 
as a dialogic pedagogy. She suggested the interactive nature of the dialogic method 
provides a means by which teachers can determine the level of support required for their 
students and adjust it accordingly through scaffolded dialogue. Through expert modelling 
of the use of the tools by the teacher, the child, as a reader, moves from a spectator 
position to that of novice reader and eventually takes on the role of critical, self-
interrogator, thus, engaging in self-regulatory practices through the process. As students’ 
cognitive understanding of the process and tools develop, they begin to take a more active 
role in summarising, questioning, clarifying and predicting and teacher/student feedback 
becomes reciprocal. The teacher role is that of ‘expert scaffolder’ – consistently attuned to 
the needs and changing cognitive awareness of the students. Through the process 
teacher and students develop a metacognitive awareness of the “underlying cognitive 
mechanisms involved in reading and studying” (p.171). This can be most successfully 
achieved through a dialogic method of scaffolding (Palincsar, 1984).  Congruent with the 
interventionist research methods used by Brown and Palincsar, this investigation used 
metacognitive practices in combination with self and peer regulatory processes to teach 
students how to think philosophically. To cultivate deep understanding and align this with 
activation of learning, DRT combines metacognitive practice with reconstruction of 
experience, termed in this thesis as ongoing self-and peer-assessment. 
Through her research, Brown (1994) posited “effective learners operate best when they 
have insights into their own strengths and weaknesses and access to their own repertoires 
of strategies for learning” (p.9).  Building on Brown’s position, this thesis suggests effective 
learning occurs when students engage in an ongoing process of meta-reflection to enable 
them to understand their thinking experiences. Understanding the thinking experience can 
facilitate its reconstruction in different ways and different contexts, thus, consolidating new 
learning. The metacognitive, reconstructive process of self- and peer-assessment 
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described in this thesis requires students to continually consider the ways in which they 
understand and value themselves and their community as thinkers and learners. 
Reconstruction of Experience 
The term reconstruction in this thesis refers to a pragmatist view of reconstruction 
(Dewey,1938, 1997; Mead, 1934) whereby habits, specifically thinking habits, develop 
within the environment or habitat (Anthamatten, 2012; Dewey, 1997) in which they are first 
experienced. The environment creates the conditions in which a person experiences a way 
of thinking and then adopts this practice as their own, appropriating the thinking until it 
forms a habit. If, on reflection of the habit, the person experiences uncertainty and choses 
to modify this way of thinking, then conditions in which the habit was enabled would also 
need to be modified. This process involves a complex interaction between habits and 
habitat referred to by Anthamatten (2012) as habilitation. He described habilitation as a 
process cultivating the reconstruction of habits under changed conditions, within a new 
context, proposing COI creates conditions in which thinking habits can be formed. It would 
follow that when students participate in ongoing communities of inquiry, the conditions of 
the COI environment change in response to a shift in epistemic progress of the 
community; thus, enabling individual students to reconstruct their thinking habits within a 
new habitat. The physical environment remains the same, but the thinking environment 
has changed through interaction with the students’ new understandings, which in turn can 
change the physical environment, and so forth. The changed conditions cultivate a 
reshaping of prior thinking and learning and informs action which impacts on the physical 
environment.  
This thesis links the construct of transfer with reconstruction of experience and 
investigates reconstruction of experience through evidence of changes in students’ 
thinking habits occurring under new conditions. Reznitskaya et al. (2012), when referring 
to the transfer of argumentation skills across learning contexts, suggested students may 
need to experience an abstract principle over a range of contexts to enable transfer of the 
principle. However, she further argued that each dialogic discussion would be considered 
a new context as students would be able to experience abstract principles in different ways 
for different purposes and, therefore, generalise their use.  
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Philosophising with children 
Without attention to the element of sustained philosophising, the DRT framework would 
resemble many of the frameworks developed to improve students thinking capacities. It is 
the focus on philosophising that sets this thesis apart from others in the field of thinking 
education and the way that philosophy is taught makes it distinct from other CPI models, 
including P4C. The term philosophising in the context of this thesis refers to students’ 
capacity to: use tools and processes that would assist them to: deal with abstraction; 
analyse philosophical notions; construct and test personal positions on philosophical 
theories; and continually reflect on thinking. In the field of primary education, some 
stakeholders may consider these expectations beyond the capacities of primary school 
students; however, this is not the perception of many philosophers and educators involved 
in doing philosophy with children. Highly convincing evidence to refute the notion that 
children are not capable of philosophising as defined in this thesis has been gathered over 
the years (see Chapter 4). If we accept that philosophy has branched into many disciplines 
such as science, logic, mathematic, psychology, ethics, aesthetics, political theory, as well 
as ‘philosophy of’ sub-fields such as philosophy of language, then we must also accept 
that the philosophical underpinnings of the disciplines upon which curriculum areas have 
been developed can be subject to student inquiry. Therefore, it would be reasonable to 
conclude that doing philosophy with children could impact on students’ capacity to 
understand how knowledge is constructed in any discipline.   
The philosophical child 
The perception of the ‘philosophical child’ and the construct of philosophising both differ 
considerably among traditions of CPI, however, one thing that is agreed upon is that 
children can and do philosophise. Congruent with Deweyan notions of philosophy, 
Kennedy (1998) posited the discipline is grounded on a ‘fundamental sense of human 
wonder, reality and knowledge of that reality’ (p36) in a similar sense to that of childhood 
experience. The construct of the child as a teacher was highlighted by Dewey and built 
upon by contemporary educators in the field of philosophy with children. Building on 
Dewey’s constructs of child and education, Gregory and Granger (2012) highlighted three 
key characteristics of childhood that adult thinkers would benefit from re-cultivating. The 
first is corporeality, the interrelationship between thinking and feeling. As Dewey (1938) 
argued, children make meaning of their world through felt experience and it is these 
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experiences that shape future experiences. A second characteristic noted is impulse, 
which in the Deweyan sense refers to ‘felt’ reason – the impulse to communicate, create, 
investigate and express. Kennedy (2012) referred to the notion upheld by Dewey (1922), 
expressed in terms of genuine doubt and fixed beliefs by Peirce (date), that meaning is 
made between impulse and habit when impulse prompts examination of habit. Also 
expressed in terms of genuine doubt and fixed beliefs by Peirce (1877), impulse is in this 
way referring to the disruption of a belief, referred to in this thesis as uncertainty. A third 
characteristic, naivety, is used to describe playfulness or finding new ways to perceive the 
world. Naivety refers to a sense of wonder that is often lost in adulthood. Cultivation of 
wonder and playfulness, in the Deweyan sense, potentially facilitates novel ways of 
thinking, and elicits creative solutions to historically problematic issues.  
Dewey’s notions of corporeality, impulse and naivety do not propose a return to childhood, 
but rather, suggest educators can learn from their students to re-cultivate the dispositions 
that would enable them to view the world with fresh eyes and use this to reconstruct 
current habits of thinking. The practice of CPI with children enables a reconstruction of the 
pedagogical role from the teacher as the educator to that of facilitator and co-inquirer 
within a community of learners, as the teacher also adopts the position of learner.  
The teacher in addition to being co-inquirer is also facilitator. The latter role 
requires teachers to draw on their expertise as members of professional 
communities (i.e., members of the teaching profession with interests in key 
learning areas, such as arts, mathematics, science or history). Students come 
to understand that teachers have subject knowledge, but teachers need also be 
aware that their expertise and the expertise of their discipline or profession is 
limited, and they must also convey or model this limitation in their role as co-
inquirer. (Burgh & Thornton, 2016a) 
Gareth Matthews (1980, 1984) expanded on Lipman’s work through his philosophy with 
young children. On considering children’s capacity to philosophise, he refuted Piagetian 
stage theory, suggesting that Piaget’s methodology may have left no space for the 
children’s puzzlement and creative imaginings when considering what might constitute as 
conceptual progress. Matthews posited that in philosophical discussions with children, 
where respect for thinking is mutual and inclusive of all participants, the contributions of a 
child are equally as valuable as those of the adult. Reflecting together with children on 
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important questions about life can prompt adults to rethink and expand their ideas and 
values. However, for this occur, the concept of childhood needs to extend beyond the 
traditional view of a child as someone that is not yet formed. Concurrent with this view, 
Kennedy and Kohan (2017) highlighted the importance of a reciprocal relationship 
between the adult and child in which the experience of childhood is cultivated and 
preserved. This has significant bearing on the ways in which children are positioned 
epistemically in philosophy and, in turn, how epistemic relations are enacted in schools, 
specifically in relation to thinking and learning. Kohan and Kennedy emphasise the power 
of CPI to open a space for children and adults to create and reconstruct ‘concepts and 
values’ (p.51) 
Inextricably linked to the epistemic positioning of children is the notion of agency. 
Renshaw (2016) noted from a sociological perspective, children’s awareness of their own 
agency is linked to ‘specific mediational means within classrooms’ that enable them to gain 
a sense of ownership over the learning and the environment in which it takes place (p.60). 
The tenets of CPI facilitate a classroom culture built on respect and shared authority of the 
learning, thus, enabling students to gain a sense of agency within and beyond the COI. 
Clark et al. (2016) note the class teacher can promote (or obscure) students’ agentic 
awareness through the ways in which they position students in the classroom. Teachers 
can scaffold the development of students’ agency within and beyond the classroom by 
modelling respect for their contributions and enabling all students to understand their 
impact on the learning within the class community. The quality and depth of the learning 
that takes place in a classroom can be driven by the students’ understanding of their 
power to exercise agency. 
Furthermore, the dialogic process widens the scope of what constitutes knowledge for 
both teacher and child – the child as philosopher and the philosopher as child. Haynes and 
Murris (2013) argue that to understand the contributions of children in the co-construction 
of knowledge, the narrow focus on what we establish as knowledge needs to be 
challenged. This would require teachers as facilitators of the COI to accept that what 
children can bring to the inquiry is equally as valuable as their own contributions. The shift 
from knowledge provider to facilitator and co-inquirer is a difficult one for some teachers to 
make because of the disparity between their usual pedagogy and that of CPI. Teachers 
will often find it difficult to share authority with their students.  
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Development of the students’ capacities relies on teacher knowledge, skills and practices, 
therefore, if the teacher does not move forward with the new learning, then students 
cannot be expected to develop CPI capacities. Lewis and Sutcliffe (2017) asserted that 
‘the development of healthy intellectual and emotional dispositions’ should be a priority for 
educators and furthermore the practice of philosophical inquiry would facilitate such 
dispositions (p, 207). A barrier to success in CPI classrooms is the time it takes for 
teachers to develop the skills and dispositions required to enable their students to 
philosophise. Often, due to time constraints and systemic demands, teachers will not 
persist with a new initiative if it doesn’t appear to be working. Teachers need to remain 
open to the opportunities CPI provides for them to learn from and with their class 
community in a reciprocal environment, in which the roles of teacher and learner are 
shared. 
Empirical Research in CPI 
Empirical investigations on the impact of CPI have now been conducted in several 
countries since the conception of Lipman’s P4C. The body of current research includes 
four comprehensive meta-analyses of studies reporting the benefits of CPI (see Garcia-
Moriyon, Robello & Colom, 2005; Higgins, Hall, Baumfield & Moseley, 2005; Millett & 
Tapper, 2011; Trickey & Topping, 2004). Extensive empirical research was limited until 
more recent years and has largely focused on students’ cognitive gains and to a lesser 
extent, learning behaviours. Research has been conducted on students’ development of 
critical thinking through CPI (see Daniel, Gagnon & Auriac-Slusarczyk, 2017; Daniel & 
Gagnon, 2011; Haynes & Haynes, 2000; Lam, 2012; Othman & Hashim, 2006). A small 
number of studies have examined the impact of CPI on the students’ development of 
values (see Collins, 2005; Millett & Kay, 2001; Millett & Flanagan, 2007). Quantitative or 
mixed-method research appear to be used more frequently to determine outcomes. 
Researchers have also examined the impact of the classroom practice of CPI on teacher 
pedagogy (see Daniel, 1988; Roche, 2000; Scholl, 2012; Scholl, Nichols & Burgh, 2014, 
2015; Yeazell, 1981).  
Significant gaps in the literature have been observed in relation to research on students’ 
development of reflective thinking practices. DRT does not refer to the practice of asking 
children to briefly reflect on completion of a COI but instead encompasses the practices 
that develop metacognition and reconstruction of experience through ongoing self-and 
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peer-assessment. DRT is ongoing throughout the inquiry and connected with prior and 
future inquiries. The lack of literature describing this phenomenon could be due to the 
difficulties in the construction of methodologies that adequately enable data collections of 
this nature. This thesis builds on current theory through distinctive integration of qualitative 
methods to examine DRT as a theory of practice designed to improve thinking in primary 
school classrooms. The development of DRT relies on considered integration of the 
following of conditions: focused teaching of intellectual practices through a gradual release 
of responsibility process (Fisher & Frey, 2014; Vygotsky, 1978) deliberative philosophical 
inquiry experiences that incite genuine doubt and intellectual curiosity; the cultivation of an 
environment in which thinking and epistemic progress is highly valued; and sustained 
attention to self- and peer-assessment. 
The following section will outline key research on CPI methods and outcomes. A 
comprehensive picture of the research and its relevance to this thesis have been outlined 
below. The section commences with four extensive meta-analyses of studies focusing on 
CPI. This is followed by key research reporting the impact of CPI on student academic and 
social outcomes; as a pedagogy to guide science inquiry; and teacher pedagogy. The 
relevance of the research to this investigation has been identified and implications of the 
various findings have been discussed.  
Meta-analyses of empirical research into CPI 
The meta-analyses outlined below provide a synthesis of the findings from key empirical 
research into the benefits of CPI over a considerable amount of time. Additionally, they 
enable identification of the gaps in CPI research at the time of the meta-analyses. 
Trickey and Topping (2004) conducted a systematic meta-analysis of ten controlled 
outcome studies of P4C in primary and secondary schools in England, Scotland, USA and 
Canada in response to increased national concern for the cognitive development of 
students in England. All ten studies had used pre- and post-measurements of 
experimental and control groups. Overall the studies revealed measurable, positive 
outcomes with a moderate mean effect size and no negative outcomes. The research 
concluded that under appropriate conditions P4C improves both academic and social 
outcomes. The study prompted the researchers to pose the question “Why is P4C not 
more firmly embedded in teacher development and classroom practice” (p. 375).  
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Higgins, Hall, Baumfield and Moseley (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of 29 quantitative 
studies on the impact of the implementation of thinking skills programs, one of which was 
P4C. The meta-analysis concluded thinking skills programs did improve student 
performance overall. Evidence of transfer of reasoning skills was noted across learning 
domains through the implementation of dialogic processes.  
Garcia-Moriyon, Robello and Colom (2005) reported on a meta-analysis of 18 studies on 
the impact of P4C on children’s cognitive development and argumentation skills. Sixteen 
studies were selected from 52 overall possible studies. The meta-analysis used an 
independent grouping, pre- and post-test paradigm and compared the effect sizes of the 
tests used. It reported on a global effect size and the implications for philosophy with 
children. The study revelled the affect sizes were positive with one exception, and the 
mean effect size was moderate. The researchers concluded that P4C does have a positive 
effect on the cognitive abilities of children, however, one problem identified was that the 
studies compared were from different countries, with different researchers, methods and 
samples. They further noted that in all 18 studies, P4C had only been implemented for one 
school year. The program is intended to be implemented over years and ideally throughout 
all primary school years, therefore, the implication would be that students who participate 
in the program for a longer period could achieve greater cognitive gains. 
Millett and Tapper (2011) investigated the benefits of CPI in schools, reviewing the 
findings of number of empirical studies that have evidenced the impact of CPI on students 
cognitive and social development. Their research focused on two key aspects: ‘schooling 
and thinking skills and schooling, socialisation and values’ (p.1). Their study concluded 
that the evidence strongly supported inclusion of CPI in schools. Further, they proposed 
that CPI improves cognitive capacities and social interactions across all learning areas. 
The researched highlighted a need for improved teacher training. Millett and Tapper noted 
the evidence supported the inclusion of the COI pedagogy in pre-service teacher training. 
Additionally, the evidence strongly supported implementation of CPI throughout all levels 
of schooling as the reviewed investigations demonstrated lift in cognitive and social 
outcomes when CPI was implemented in connection with other curriculum areas.  
The Impact of CPI on student academic and social outcomes  
Trickey and Topping (2007) further conducted a study of the cognitive effects of CPI for 
one hour per week over 16 months, on students between 10–12 years of age who 
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participated in philosophical inquiry of inquiry for one hour per week over 16 months. The 
study used 105 experimental and 72 control subjects. The research revealed measurable 
cognitive gains overall in the experimental group, however, no cognitive gains were found 
for the control group. Significant gains were noted for the experimental group in verbal, 
non-verbal and quantitative reasoning ability; however, the increase was greater for 
students in the lower and middle quartiles of pre-tested ability. In response to evidence 
gleaned from this research, Trickey and Topping highlighted the need for professional 
education opportunities that would support teachers’ development of the pedagogical skills 
and dispositions required to effectively implement CPI. 
Building on the 2007 research by Trickey and Topping, Fair et al (2015a, 2015b) 
conducted a study in Texas (USA), noting cognitive gains after 24 weeks of P4C classes 
and these gains were sustained over three years. Council for Education in World 
Citizenship (CEWC) (2012) examined P4C in seven schools (both primary and secondary) 
in Wales, noting improved social and learning behaviours. A study by Gorard et al. (2006), 
conducted in 48 disadvantaged schools in England, identified positive gains for students 
and most notably for the disadvantaged students in reading and maths and also in a range 
of learning behaviours. 
In 2005, the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO) 
conducted a comprehensive, worldwide study on the teaching of philosophy and its impact 
on students across nations. The study titled: Philosophy: A School of Freedom, reported 
on the status of philosophy and its prospects globally. The research was not restricted to 
any specific method of philosophy teaching but sought to determine the impact of 
philosophy on teaching and learning overall. A comprehensive questionnaire was used to 
collect both quantitative and qualitative data regarding the teaching of philosophy from pre-
school to higher educational institutions, as well as informal approaches (Davey Chesters, 
2012; Millett & Tapper, 2011; UNESCO, 2007). When discussing philosophy with children, 
the report (UNESCO, 2007) responded to key questions that commonly arise in relation to: 
children’s ability to engage in philosophical exploration; the child’s connection to 
philosophy; the desirability of philosophy with children; their ‘right to philosophise’; 
pedagogical approaches; the role of the teacher; and teacher education (pp. 5–14). The 
study revealed far-reaching positive outcomes regarding the teaching of philosophy for all 
citizens and specifically emphasised the significant benefits of philosophy for the education 
of children. The research revealed the need for philosophy to be introduced as a practice 
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to deal with ‘real situations’ rather than be viewed as merely an abstract ideal (UNESCO, 
2007, p. 240).  
Reznitskaya et al. (2012) examined transfer effects from dialogic discussions in P4C 
classrooms to new learning contexts. A quasi-experimental research method was 
employed to determine the impact of participation in dialogic discussions improves 
individual argumentation. The study included 12 fifth grade classrooms from public schools 
in New Jersey with similar socio-demographics. The classes were randomly assigned to 
either the experimental condition of a P4C class or a random-controlled condition of 
regular instruction. Three visiting teachers (two males and one female) with P4C 
experience were assigned to the P4C class and the Regular Instruction classes were 
taken by six female regular class teachers. In both groups the teachers varied in years of 
teaching experience and all teachers were European Americans. Results evidenced the 
students in the P4C condition “experienced characteristically dialogic teaching” sharing the 
responsibility for class room talk, questioning and directing the path of the inquiry. The 
Regular Instruction classrooms also demonstrated instances of deliberative dialogue, but 
these instances were infrequent and not sustained. The results indicated very little 
variation between the experimental and control conditions for individual transfer of 
argumentation to other learning contexts or tasks. Several possible reasons for lack of 
difference were discussed. The P4C discussions took place as a whole-class group while 
in the Regular Instruction classes, the students shared dialogue in small groups so had 
more opportunities to engage with the dialogue and were less likely to take a passive role. 
The teachers in the P4C classrooms were selected due to their experience in facilitation of 
P4C classes. However, the Regular Instruction classes were implemented by the students’ 
regular class teacher. The P4C dialogic process and the teacher would have been 
unfamiliar to the students in the experimental condition whereas the students in the control 
condition classrooms would have been more familiar with their teacher, the classroom 
environment and the ways in which dialogue traditionally took shape in their classrooms. 
Following on from this, students in the experimental P4C classrooms did not experience 
this way of working in their regular lessons in other learning areas, therefore, they would 
not have regularly experienced this way of working in other contexts. Another factor 
discussed was the time it takes for students to develop sound argumentation skills. If 
students in the P4C classes had fewer opportunities to practice these skills, then this might 
account for the lack of evidence of difference.   
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Not surprisingly, most of the research up until now has focused on students’ cognitive 
improvements, critical thinking abilities and to a lesser extent, skills and dispositions 
conducive to learning. It cannot be denied that these capacities are crucial for students are 
to achieve academically and become life-long learners; however, effective thinking 
requires further skills and practices. Through a process of ongoing self- and peer-
assessment, it is possible for students to develop the capacity to identify the general 
principles underpinning their thinking capacities and replicate these in new situations or 
contexts. Sustained engagement in philosophical thinking facilitates thinking beyond the 
cognitive, extends critical thinking to include the creative and caring modes and when 
sustained over time, can cultivates dispositions that remain open to fallibility.   
COI as a pedagogy for science inquiry 
ARC funded research by Gillies, Nichols, Burgh and Haynes (2012, 2013, 2014) from the 
University of Queensland used a study in science classes to examine the effects of 
training teachers to embed inquiry-based strategies in science lessons. The initial 
investigation included 352 Year 6 students from Brisbane schools and focused on inquiry 
questioning skills. The next phase investigated the embedding of metacognitive inquiry 
skills in Year 7 science classes with 131 students randomly placed in mixed ability, 
gendered groups. In both phases of the investigation participants were either trained in 
one of two research-based inquiry methods or placed in a comparison group who received 
no training in inquiry methods were compared to identify improved scientific problem-
solving and reasoning. The inquiry skills used in the COI (Lipman, 1988) was compared 
with specific skills a method of questioning termed ‘cognitive questioning’ (King, 1997 in 
Burgh & Nichols, 2012; Scholl, Nichols & Burgh, 2014) and a comparison group who 
received no training in inquiry skills. The Year 6 students presented no significant 
differences in verbal behaviours, but the cognitive questioning group achieved higher 
reasoning and problem-solving scores (Although minimal differences were noted in 
reasoning and problem-solving with the Year 7 students, the quality of the discourse was 
enhanced in the group who received inquiry skills training. 
Nichols, Burgh & Kennedy (2015) investigated the comparison between an embedded 
inquiry pedagogy (COI) within an inquiry-based science curriculum in and an embedded 
non-inquiry approach within an inquiry-based science curriculum to discover the impact of 
each on students’ development of intellectual inquiry capacities and behaviours. The study 
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involved 18 teachers and 227 students from nine Brisbane primary schools with similar 
demographical characteristics. The study reported that students in the COI group 
evidenced improved questioning skills and other inquiry and reasoning behaviours such as 
developing ideas, exploring alternatives, exploring concepts, testing hypotheses and 
drawing reasoned conclusions. The inquiry behaviours were sustained throughout the two 
years of the research and evidence of transfer across learning contexts was also noted in 
the COI condition group. Furthermore, statistical evidence demonstrated significant 
improvement within the COI trained group over the two-year timeframe. 
Impact on teacher pedagogy 
Studies have examined the impact of the classroom practice of CPI on teacher pedagogy 
(see Daniel, 1988; Mergler, Curtis & Spooner-Lane, 2009; Roberts, 2006; Roche, 2000; 
Scholl, 2012, 2014; Scholl, Nichols & Burgh, 2014, 2015; Yeazell, 1981). Building on this 
body of research, Scholl (2012) used a mixed method, quasi-experimental approach to 
investigate the transformation of teacher pedagogy through implementation of CPI as a 
whole-school approach (see also Scholl, 2014; Scholl, Nichols & Burgh, 2014, 2015). The 
investigation involved 59 participant teachers from five schools across the Greater 
Brisbane Region of Queensland. The schools were randomly selected to take part in 
whole school training of CPI or a whole-school teaching approach to thinking skills. 
Greater impact was reported through CPI intervention overall and teachers in this 
condition reported positive pedagogical growth and transformation. This study also 
extended Vygotskian theory regarding the ways in which teachers and students took up 
new learning through their participation in CPI in which authority and learning were shared 
experiences. The collaborative, shared dialogue created multiple zones of proximal 
development in which both the teachers and their students developed greater intellectual 
understandings. 
The body of research on teacher pedagogies and specifically pedagogical transformation 
through CPI (Scholl, 2012) impacts on the tenets of this thesis. Although the focus of this 
thesis is on student outcomes through engagement in CPI, classroom teachers play an 
important role in the success or otherwise of doing philosophy in primary classrooms. The 
primary classroom teacher generally provides modelling of processes, a sense of 
familiarity for the students and a learning environment and ways of working consistent with 
his/her philosophies of education. If teachers convey commitment to thinking and learning 
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and care for each of their students, their commitment has the potential to infectiously 
spread among their all members of their class community. Undoubtedly, the teacher can 
have a long-lasting impact on the ways in which students view learning (Kozol, 2012; 
Lipman, 2008).  The success of CPI further relies on the facilitation skills of the teacher 
and on their knowledge of what it means to philosophise. This points to the need for 
focused teacher education to enable teachers to understand the value of doing philosophy 
with children and to develop the philosophical understandings and facilitation skills needed 
to enable children to inquire philosophically (Gardner, 1995; Lipman et al.,1980; Nichols, 
Burgh & Fynes-Clinton, 2017; Sharp, 1987). 
The above empirical research highlights the need for further research into all aspects of 
CPI. Evidence strongly supports the implementation of CPI in schools to improve 
cognition, social interaction and learning behaviours. Time has been identified as a barrier 
to the ongoing success of CPI. Therefore, it could be argued that we have only uncovered 
the tip of the iceberg in relation to the impact of CPI on students’ learning and the ways it 
supports their development over time as active, global citizens. For a deeper 
understanding of the long-term benefits to students, further longitudinal studies would be 
necessary. 
The impact of philosophy on children may not be immediately appreciated, but 
its impact on the adults of tomorrow could be so considerable that it would 
certainly make us wonder why philosophy has until now been marginalized or 
refused to children (UNESCO, 2007, p. 4). 
Conclusion 
Current literature comprehensively addresses the procedures and benefits of dialogic 
teaching and provides support for a multidimensional approach to the teaching of thinking 
and a focus on metacognitive practices. The literature presents different views on when 
children are capable of appropriating metacognitive skills. However, current research 
supports the need for training of metacognitive practices and self- and peer-regulation. 
Philosophy as a practice is reflective and self-regulating (Dewey, 1957, 1997; Lipman et 
al., 1980), therefore, it could be argued that teaching children to philosophise would also 
assist them to develop metacognitive practices, firstly, through social interaction and then 
individually as they internalise the practices (Vygotsky, 1978). The body of work by Brown 
and associates spanning decades, provides rich evidence to support dialogic pedagogy, 
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development of meta-skills in young children, and most specifically, the emphasis of 
community building integral to the DRT model. There is a significant volume of research to 
support the notion that children can and do deal with philosophical abstraction when given 
opportunities to explore philosophical ideas within communities of inquiry (Sharp, 1987). 
Participation in open inquiry conditions not only develops students’ capacities to 
philosophise; it also encourages students as individual learners to commit to the 
collaborative dialogic processes that enable epistemic progress and intellectual growth. 
Several rigorous empirical studies have researched the benefits of teaching philosophy in 
schools and identified cognitive and social gains through the implementation of CPI. The 
literature substantially supports the practice of philosophising with children and identifies 
the need for students to practice ongoing self and peer regulation, however, there is 
minimal research and literature addressing the ways in which students develop these 
capacities. The studies to date have predominantly used quantitative or mixed methods to 
investigate CPI. Interestingly, extensive qualitative studies of CPI have been minimal. 
Qualitative research focuses on ‘exploration, discovery and description’ (Bloomberg & 
Volpe, 2012, part 1, p.10) and is, therefore, well suited to investigation of CPI. Meaning is 
discovered and can be described through the ways we come to understand the unique 
qualities of a situation (Walker, 2006). 
Further research is needed to examine students’ development of philosophical thinking 
and metacognitive thinking capacities and to uncover unique ways in which children learn 
to deal with abstraction. This thesis reveals a qualitative study of DRT as a theory of 
practice for teachers and students. The phenomenon of DRT has been examined as it 
takes shape in CPI classes. It has been reworked in response to ongoing analysis of the 
data throughout the investigation. DRT can become a part of the student’s identity as a 
learner when emerging from the complex interactions of each of four key elements; the 
development of a repertoire of intellectual skills and processes, sustained engagement in 
philosophising, ongoing self- and peer-assessment and examination of epistemic doubt. 
DRT immerses students in critical, creative and caring thinking through inquiry 
experiences that draw on the ontological, epistemological and axiological aspects of the 
discipline. This study focuses on the specific ways in which DRT evolves and becomes a 
part of the students’ learning practices within and beyond the context of CPI.  
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CHAPTER 5 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
Chapter 5 outlines the design, methods and processes of the research. It commences with 
an outline of the aims, research questions and methodology and provides justification for 
the selected method. This investigation into students’ DRT was conducted using design 
research over three macro-cycles. For each macro-cycle the following details are 
described below: the research context, the participants; the designed interventions and 
pedagogical processes; the data collection; and modifications to the design between each 
macro-cycle based on initial analysis of the data. The later sections of this chapter include 
ethical considerations, issues of trustworthiness and limitations of the study.  
Design research was employed to promote and document the occurrence and depth of 
students’ reflective thinking as they participated in CPI. CPI underpinned all aspects of the 
designed interventions and data collection. Furthermore, the dialogic process inherent in 
CPI played a dual role as both a key pedagogical practice and as the context for 
documenting students’ DRT as it occurred. Implementing CPI was necessary to create 
opportunities for students to engage deeply in reflective thinking. That is, the phenomenon 
itself (DRT) emerged gradually as students learned (with teacher scaffolding and 
mediating intellectual inquiry tools) how to participate with each other in communities of 
inquiry. Thus, this investigation interlinks design research with CPI to uncover how 
students reconstruct their thinking to become deep reflective thinkers.  
Research aim 
The aim of this research was to investigate DRT as a theory of practice for teachers and 
students. The phenomenon of DRT is socially constructed through specific educational 
processes that emerge from consideration of three forms of analysis. First, conceptual 
analysis of DRT is required so that the investigation is clearly focussed – what are the 
elements of DRT? Second, curriculum analysis is required to bring into focus the 
mediating artefacts, tasks and materials that are necessary for DRT to occur in 
classrooms. Third, pedagogical analysis is required to identify the interactional processes 
between teachers and students, including peer interactions that are required to instigate 
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episodes of DRT. The overarching aim of the investigation, therefore, was underpinned by 
conceptual, curricular, and pedagogical analysis.  
Research Questions 
The overarching research question framed the investigation: To what extent can 
engagement in collaborative philosophising in a community of inquiry facilitate the 
development of DRT? Following from this, three key questions organised the research 
process as it evolved through three macro-cycles.  
• What aspects of DRT can occur as a result of teaching specific philosophical inquiry 
tools and processes within CPI (Macro-cycle 1)?  
• In what ways could DRT facilitate students’ capacities to philosophise (Macro-cycle 
2)?  
• To what extent can engagement in DRT instigate students’ consideration of epistemic 
doubt within the community of inquiry (Macro-cycle 3)? 
Design Methodology 
This thesis employs a design research methodology within the qualitative research 
framework to research and facilitate the students’ engagement in episodes of DRT through 
CPI. Design research methodology is based on theory-informed analysis of curriculum 
content and pedagogical practices, with the aim to increase theoretical and professional 
understanding. Kelly (2003) described design research as a cyclical process that includes the 
key elements of discovery, exploration, consolidation and dissemination. Historically, design 
research in education evolved from two sources. The first, from the fields of design studies 
and engineering, focuses on the production and modification of ‘artefacts or designed 
interventions’ to assess their efficacy in different contexts (Gorard et al., 2006). The second, 
and most significant influence for this research, was Vygotsky who pioneered ‘teaching 
experiments’, as a way to research the process of development in the ZPD (see Brown, 
1992; Davydov & Kerr, 1995; Vygotsky, 1978). Teaching experiments were based on the 
view that human functioning is mediated by semiotic tools and cultural artefacts and that 
human capacities are not fixed but malleable under different sociocultural conditions. 
Contemporary research has built on Vygotsky’s historical legacy to formulate different 
approaches to design research and articulate more fully its principles, procedures and cycles.  
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The key aim of design research is not to test theories to prove their effectiveness but rather to 
‘build systems based on theories’ and in doing this teachers and students are central to the 
process (Walker, 2006, p. 9). Design research in education aims to build empirically 
grounded theoretical frameworks to support substantive and procedural knowledge of 
teaching and learning. It is about generating and cultivating new understandings of existing 
theory-in-action and the formation of models that might inform practice in other classrooms 
and contexts (Collins, Joseph & Bielaczyc, 2004). A key characteristic of this research is that 
it takes place in the actual contexts of teaching and learning rather than in contrived 
laboratory-like conditions. Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer and Schauble, (2003) identify five 
crosscutting features of design experiments that effectively summarise the way design 
research was deployed in this investigation. First, there is attention to the development of a 
‘class of theories’ related to the learning process and elements of support; second, this 
investigation has an interventionist nature; third, the investigation progressed through 
interrelating ‘prospective and reflective’ elements; fourth, the design process was iterative; 
and fifth, one of the key outcomes is the articulation of a pragmatic theory of DRT as an 
educational practice and learning outcome (Cobb et al., 2003, pp. 9–10). 
The point of commencement for design research in an educational setting is to formulate a 
design that will enable identification of “significant shifts in student reasoning and the means 
of supporting those shifts” (Cobb et al., 2003, p. 11). When planning a specific design 
experiment, the aim is to build on existing theory and ensure that the theory has practical 
applications for the learning. The design experiment may take place in one or several 
classrooms, but it must be reliable and repeatable according to Brown (1992) so that the 
practices can be applied across a range of classrooms without the need for a high level of 
support from the original design team.  
This thesis follows most elements of the classic design research model where the researcher 
frames an intervention that could be used independently by many teachers across a variety 
of learning contexts. As the investigation moved through design cycles, the intervention was 
modified and redesigned so that it could effectively accommodate different classroom 
contexts and a diverse range of student learning needs, albeit within the same school. The 
original focus of this investigation was to identify the frequency and depth of reflective 
thinking through CPI, however, over time the emphasis shifted to examine what students 
were capable of in relation to DRT if provided with sustained opportunities to develop a 
specific combination of tools, practices and conceptual understandings.  
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The investigation veered from the traditional model in the make-up of the design team 
participants. During the initial design, the two participating teachers adopted an active ‘co-
inquirer’ role with the author, but over the course of the research I became the 
teacher/researcher as philosophy itself became more important in the design of the 
interventions (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012). The key collaborators became the students as I, 
the teacher/researcher, began to explore their thinking within the sessions of philosophical 
inquiry. The students actively participated as co-inquirers throughout the research by 
reflecting on their learning and sharing their thinking with each other and the author (Brown, 
1992). Further to this, the more capable peers benefitted the whole group by creating 
challenging ZPDs within the CPI (Gravemeijer & Cobb, 2006; Vygotsky, 1978). These were 
unplanned but crucial episodes that revealed the capacity of some students to engage in 
DRT and challenge their peers to follow.  
During Macro-cycle 1 of this investigation, the class teachers guided the students through 
classroom activities and chose the discussion topics for their class. During Macro-cycles 2 
and 3 the class teachers took a less active role in the research.  In these cycles, the focus of 
the design centred on the teacher researcher and the participating students. The rationale for 
this modification will be unpacked in the ‘decisions for modification’ section of this chapter. 
Design methodology worked in harmony with the underpinning epistemological and 
theoretical framework of CPI and the key research focus on students’ DRT practices. The 
central pedagogy of CPI, the COI (refer to Chapter 2), was maintained as a dialogic 
process throughout each intervention to facilitate collaborative engagement in 
philosophical inquiry; to support students’ development of DRT; and as a data collection 
tool. Student data were collected during regular philosophical communities of inquiry within 
the classrooms and through small group interviews with students. Student artefacts and 
teacher comments were included in the corpus of data. Sources of data were used in 
complementary ways to provide a rich picture of the students’ development of DRT. 
Multiple sources of data allowed for a more comprehensive revision of the design 
elements (Brown, 1992).  
Justification for design methodology 
Three key factors prompted the selection of design research as a methodology for this 
investigation. The initial consideration was the synergy between the design research process 
and that of CPI. As noted above, the research model worked in harmony with the 
73 
underpinning epistemological and theoretical framework of CPI and the key research focus of 
the investigation on the students’ development of DRT. The exposition of design research 
outlined in the seminal work of Brown (1992) revealed a high level of congruence with CPI 
practices. A key similarity to Brown’s research was the requirement to develop a classroom 
culture based on the notion of a learning community. Through shared dialogue, scaffolded 
teaching and modelled practices, participating students were encouraged to become 
invested in the establishment of a collaborative community of learners within their classroom 
(Lipman et al., 1980). During all cycles of the investigation students worked collaboratively to 
deconstruct philosophical ideas and share their own viewpoints and reflections within the 
rigorous framework of CPI. Through the attainment of effective habits of thinking, being and 
acting, students engaged in the practical reconstructive process as active learners and 
become ‘co-inquirers’ (Brown, 1992) in the research process. 
Another significant influence was the context in which the research took place. The research 
setting in which I conducted my research was the school in which I was employed to 
introduce and implement CPI as a whole-school method. In my school role, therefore, I 
needed to widen my coaching net to include all teaching staff and students, not just the 
participants of the research. Design methodology enabled modification of the interventions in 
response to new understandings and multiple professional development opportunities for the 
participating teachers. As the research progressed, new understandings and novel ways to 
teach the tools and processes of philosophy were shared within the broader school teaching 
community. Although the whole-school sharing of practice was not part of the research, 
observing teachers across the school enabled me to consider the transferability of the 
pedagogical and curricular design within a wider range of classrooms and teachers. 
A third consideration was its theoretical pragmatist underpinning and relevance to multiple 
contexts. Brown (1992) suggested that the design needs to be relevant to the original context 
and enable application of the method within other contexts. This links to Lipman’s notion of 
educational philosophy as “a practical discipline that fosters our thinking in other disciplines” 
(Lipman, 2008, p. 152). The novel teaching and learning practices progressively introduced 
during the design cycles facilitated links to the pragmatist roots of CPI. 
Preparation for the Macro-cycles 
Prior to commencement of the research I outlined the aims, hypotheses and plan of 
implementation at a staff professional development (PD) session. Over the course of the 
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research I provided continual updates and shared new learning as it took place. It was 
important that the participating teachers and their students had a clear view of the ‘intended 
pathways’ of the research and the support that would be provided for them. They were 
informed that a key goal of the research was to gain a deep understanding of ‘the ecology of 
learning’ in relation to DRT (Cobb et al., 2003). As the research setting was a school 
relatively new to philosophy, and moreover, that one of the teachers had not taught 
philosophy prior to this investigation, it was imperative that I worked in the classrooms with 
the teachers and students to model and develop the expected learning protocols and 
procedural practices. Engagement of students in new learning through CPI necessitates the 
development and maintenance of a whole-class learning community. Therefore, in the weeks 
prior to the introduction of the designed research mode, communities of inquiry were held 
with the participant teachers and their students. These communities of inquiry enabled the 
following preparatory elements: modelling and practice of the protocols and practices 
required to engage in CPI as a class community; collaborative discussion regarding the 
purpose and implementation process of the research: outlining of the roles of the research 
participants (teachers and students) and my role as teacher/researcher; and provision of 
information regarding the ethical considerations of student participation and data collection. 
A tangential outcome of the designed interventions was to address barriers inhibiting 
students’ metacognitive understanding of how to learn. Through her previous research into 
student learning, Brown (1992) explicated two key barriers that prevented students from 
effectively learning to learn: inert knowledge and passive learning. From my own 
observations over years of teaching primary school students I concurred with this. Inert 
knowledge became a problematic issue because often students didn’t understand the ways 
in which this knowledge had a purpose for them or how to connect with the knowledge they 
were gaining. Most students I observed did not habitually make considered, purposeful 
connections without the assistance of scaffolded instruction. Based on this understanding, I 
established the significance of teaching students how to learn and not merely what to learn, 
which led to the emergence of a third barrier, which I have termed ‘disconnected learning’. 
DRT facilitates students’ development of the skills and dispositions necessary to overcome 
the above-mentioned barriers. 
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Macro-cycles  
The study consists of three macro-cycles, each one having a specific focus: Macro-cycle 1 
investigated the development of DRT; Macro-cycle 2 focused on ways in which the 
students used elements of DRT to philosophise; and Macro-cycle 3 examined forms of 
doubt and their connection to DRT (refer to Figure 5.1 Cycles of Investigation). The three 
cycles were interrelated and emerged as a spiral of reconstructed thinking and learning for 
the researcher. Macro-cycle 1 consisted of three of micro-cycles to enable progressive 
revision of the design when required and timely response to factors that impacted on the 
research. Macro-cycle 2 was split into two micro-cycles, the first in 2013 and the second in 
2014. The 2016 macro-cycle specifically focused on doubt and in addition, enabled 
collection of cumulative data. The original research plan was to complete the data a 
collection over second semester of 2012; however, through reconstruction of my own 
thinking and learning as a researcher, the focus of the investigation was extended to 
examine ways in which DRT supported students’ philosophising and the connections 
between DRT and doubt.  
Macro-cycle I (2012): Development of DRT 
Research context and participants  
Cycle 1 of the research took place in a Year 2/3 class and a Year 4/5 class. The teachers’ 
knowledge of philosophical theory and experience with the pedagogical model differed 
greatly. Both teachers were experienced, proficient practitioners in the field of primary 
education. It was envisaged when designing the investigation, the difference in teachers’ 
experience might be useful in revealing insights about COI and DRT. Both classes had a 
high percentage of students with specific learning needs at either end of the 
learning/achievement spectrum. Initially a Year 6/7 class was included but due to school-
based considerations, the research did not continue in this classroom. The spread of year 
levels from Year 2 up to Year 7 was a purposeful decision to enable rich collection of 
student data through a range of age groups, abilities, specific student needs, and learning 
styles. Although the Year 6/7 class was not included, the data collected from Year 2 to 
Year 5 still enabled analysis of student data through a range of age groups. Students in 
both participating classes had previously been introduced to philosophy as part of our 
school program; however, as the program was in its early stages of development at the 
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school, the students were only beginning to grasp the processes and the level of uptake 
varied considerably within each class. 
The teacher of the Year 2/3 class had been teaching philosophy in the classroom for 
approximately two years and had completed level 1 Philosophy Training and level 2 
Philosophy Educator training. Level 2 training is designed to provide participants with the 
skills to support other teachers who wish to implement the Philosophy in Schools approach 
to philosophy education (founded on Lipman’s theory and practice). The Year 2/3 class 
had 16 students (11 boys and five girls). The class had two students who required 
significant learning support and three students who demonstrated learning achievements 
well beyond the year level expectation across the curriculum. The students had been 
introduced to the early processes of philosophical inquiry during the previous two years. 
The teacher of the Year 4/5 class had been appointed to the school in January of 2012 
and had no previous experience in teaching philosophy. In February 2012, she completed 
level 1 Philosophy Training, and in my school role as Philosophy Coach, I had modelled 
communities of inquiry in her class to support her early development of CPI. The class had 
24 students (13 boys and 11 girls). The students (with the exception of two students who 
were new to the school) had been introduced to philosophy during the previous two years, 
but their substantive and procedural understandings of CPI were still at a beginning level. 
The class had a high percentage of students with specific learning needs at either end of 
the learning/achievement spectrum. One student was later accelerated due to his 
exceptional ability across the curriculum and, at the other end of the learning needs 
spectrum, one student required significant, daily learning support. A Year One student who 
had been identified as gifted also joined philosophy lessons in this class. This was a 
school decision due to issue that the student’s advanced ability and interest in philosophy 
was well beyond her class peers. The aim was to allow her to attend a philosophy lesson 
at a higher level and timetabling issues prevented her from the joining students in Year 2/3 
class. 
Designed interventions 
Macro-cycle 1 was divided into three micro intervention cycles to enable each of the newly 
introduced tools to be practiced before introducing the next. During each micro-cycle of the 
research, the teacher researcher and teachers immersed students in new learning 
processes. The participating teachers accomplished this by ensuring further practice 
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during class philosophy lessons and focusing on the use of the tools and processes 
throughout all other learning areas over the course of each micro-cycle. Furthermore, the 
interventions were designed as part of the National Curriculum intent. The conceptual 
focus of the communities of inquiry that took place during the investigation connected to a 
specific area of curriculum for each class, identified by the class teachers.  
Through focused PD sessions that commenced in July 2012, participating teachers were 
introduced to a range of pedagogical strategies with which to support the students’ 
development of specific inquiry processes, knowledge and skills in the following key areas 
of philosophical inquiry: reasoning/inquiry skills, conceptual analysis, and 
questioning/metacognition. The teachers were supported through demonstration of 
pedagogy; PD to further their current philosophical knowledge and understanding; and 
through collaborative observation and sharing of practice. To accomplish further lift in 
student learning, reflection sessions with the class teachers were held after each teaching 
and learning episode to consider the students’ uptake of the introduced tools/processes 
and determine ways in which the teacher could build on the learning during the period prior 
to the next step of the investigation. 
Students explored questions and issues that related to the key branches of philosophy 
(see Chapter 2). Understanding of the branches of philosophy enables teachers to audit 
their selection of concepts and range of questions to ensure all three branches are 
addressed within each unit of inquiry. The tools and processes were introduced using a 
range of novel approaches to gain an understanding of the students’ use and appropriation 
of the tools in the context of CPI and beyond. The tools were specifically aimed at the year 
level expectations of the school ‘Philosophy Scope and Sequence Plan’ and each of the 
tools spiralled through increasing levels of intellectual focus and complexity. As each new 
tool was introduced, the previously learned tool was carried forward with the new learning 
so that the students began to synthesise their understandings within the context of CPI. 
During this macro-cycle of the research, students were introduced to reasoning and inquiry 
tools, conceptual tools and reflective practices through a modified GRR (Fisher & Frey, 
2014; Vygotsky, 1978) teaching process during a COI session (termed throughout the 
study as a ‘teaching COI’ (see Appendices E, F & G). This COI differed from the general 
COI process in that tools were introduced at certain points and were focused upon during 
the exploration of ideas. Generally, an inquiry would progress with minimal interruptions by 
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the teacher facilitating the inquiry. Traditionally, the facilitator’s role is to ask substantive 
and procedural questions that would assist the inquiry to remain on track, probe for depth 
and model or draw the student’s attention to the use of inquiry tools and processes.  In a 
teaching COI, the researcher halted the inquiry as specific points and stepped out of the 
role of facilitator to introduce or build on the use of the tool that was the current focus of 
the design. Students were then asked to try to use the tools when they felt it appropriate 
during the discussion. To draw students’ attention to the use and impact of the intellectual 
tools during the inquiry, the flow of discussion was further interrupted when the focus tool 
had been used. The use of the tools and its impact on the discussion would immediately 
be reflected upon during the process. The degree of take-up of the previously introduced 
tools was observed during further communities of inquiry within Macro-cycle 1. 
At three intervals, coinciding with the completion of each micro-cycle of Cycle 1, selected 
students participated in focused dialogues to elicit their metacognitive understanding of their 
learning (see Appendix H).  Additionally, I met with the class teachers to reflect on the 
students’ progress, their appropriation of the tools in other learning contexts and any 
modification that would need to be made in order to introduce the next micro-cycle of the 
research. Cobb et al. (2003) advocated the need for continual analysis of student outcomes 
and the environment in which they occur. 
Micro-cycle 1 
During the Micro-cycle 1, Year 2/3 were initially introduced to the tools of analogy, 
conceptual connections and questioning to support CPI in their classroom.  Although these 
students had been introduced to these tools previously they were not at that time using 
them implicitly during COI sessions, and there was no evidence to suggest they were 
appropriating them in any learning areas. During the research, the tools were introduced 
during GRR teaching communities of inquiry and their use was reflected upon. Analogy 
was developed commencing with the skill of making connections between tangible 
concepts and then moving on to making analogies through connecting the tangible with 
the intangible (see Appendix E). Students were introduced to the term ‘concept’ in order to 
develop an understanding of concepts that would be useful to explore philosophically. 
Similarities/connections were examined in a range of ways to enable conceptual progress. 
The students were taught through the Teaching COIs (see Appendices D, E, F & G) to 
identify connections to self/personal experience, connections to learning (in and beyond 
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context), and connections between concepts. When connecting to self/personal 
experience and learning (prior knowledge) through examples, the main aim was to ensure 
relevance to the discussion. Additionally, the students were required to reflect 
metacognitively on the reasons for and relevance of the connection in relation to the 
epistemic progress of the community (see Appendix F). Questioning was encouraged 
through specific teaching inquiries in which the students were asked to pause the 
discussion and ask a question that may have been puzzling them. The questions asked by 
the students were then reflected on to determine their relevance to the inquiry and their 
potential to increase the inquiry’s depth.  
The Year 4/5 students were initially introduced to activities of the same structure, but the 
expectation was to develop the tools at a deeper level. The analogy activity implemented 
in Year 4/5 required students to reflect on the use of the analogy to reason during 
discussions. Additionally, similarities were explored using the same process that was used 
with the Year 2/3 class. The students were then taught to identify differences in relation to 
appearance, function, behavior, characteristics and value. To build on the student’s 
understanding of difference, the tool of drawing distinctions was introduced to determine 
differences between concepts that appeared to be very similar at a surface level. 
Questioning was explored using the same focused GRR activity that was used for the Year 
2/3 students to encourage the students to challenge ideas or probe for understanding 
during discussions. As with the Year 2/3 class questions asked by the students were then 
reflected upon during teaching communities of inquiry to determine their relevance to the 
inquiry and their potential to increase the inquiry’s depth (see Appendix G).  
Table 5.1 Cycles of investigation 
2012 Macro-cycle 1: Focus on development of the tools and processes 
 -Area Micro-cycle Year 2/3 Year 4/5 
Reasoning  
 
 
Micro-cycle 1  Developing 
analogy 
Analogous reasoning 
Micro-cycle 2 Identifying 
generalisations 
Providing 
counter 
examples 
Assumptions –underlying generalisations –
testing with counterexamples 
Micro-cycle 3 Testing/challeng
ing reasoning  
Identifying and testing fallacies in reasoning 
Conceptual 
exploration 
Micro-cycle 1 Identifying 
similarities 
Making 
connections 
Drawing distinctions 
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Micro-cycle 2 Identifying 
differences 
Drawing 
distinctions 
Differences by degree 
 
Micro-cycle 3 Developing 
criteria 
Developing and testing criteria 
 
Making 
epistemic 
progress 
 
Micro-cycle 1 Asking 
philosophical 
questions during 
the COI 
Asking philosophical questions that assist 
progress during the inquiry  
 
Micro-cycle 2 Asking 
questions that 
assist the 
progression of 
the inquiry 
Testing reasoning by questioning 
 
Micro-cycle 3 Summarising 
the discussion 
Reflecting on progress through summarising 
2013 & 2014 Macro-cycle 2: Focus on application of DRT to philosophise 
Year Micro-cycle Year Levels Conceptual understanding 
2013 
 
Micro-cycle 1 2 - 7 Overarching 
concepts 
 Connecting concepts 
Knowledge/wisdom, 
reality, identity 
fear, belief, existence, 
perception 
2014  Micro-cycle 2 4 – 5 mind/body imagination 
2016 Macro-cycle: Focus on DRT and doubt 
Year Year levels  Conceptual understanding 
2016  4 - 6 knowledge, understanding, doubt, experience   
Micro-cycle 2 
During Micro-cycle 2, Year 2/3 students were introduced to the reasoning tool of 
generalisations through structured activities. Year 4/5 students focused on uncovering 
assumptions and identifying their underlying generalisations. They then learned to test the 
generalisations and assumptions with counterexamples. Conceptually, the Year 2/3 
students explored differences in preparation for distinction-making through implementation 
of the same teaching method as the Year 4/5 class had done in Micro-cycle 1 (see 
Appendix E). The Year 4/5 students built on their understanding of difference through 
examination of degrees of differences within concepts and consideration of ways in which 
this linked to distinction-making. Year 2/3 students deepened their understanding of asking 
philosophical questions during the inquiry whereas the Year 4/5 students focused on 
asking questions to test the reasoning taking place during discussions.  
Micro-cycle 3 
Finally, during Micro-cycle 3, Year 2/3 students built on their previous understanding of 
generalisations and learned to test generalisations with counterexamples whereas the 
Year 4/5 students were introduced to a range of fallacies of reasoning. Conceptually, both 
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year levels learned to develop criteria for a concept and the Year 4/5 students deepened 
this understanding by testing the criteria with counterexamples and considering necessary 
and sufficient conditions for the criteria. As the tool of questioning required further 
development, especially in the Year 4/5 class, the students were also provided with 
structured activities in a teaching COI to learn to summarise the discussion at certain 
points (see Appendix G). This was included to enable the students to identify and map the 
progress of the inquiry and to elicit relevant, purposeful questions that would advance the 
epistemic progress of the community. Through focused metacognitive questioning during 
the teaching communities of inquiry in each micro-cycle, both classes were continually 
required to reflect on their new learning and the resulting epistemic progress. 
Considerations for modification 
Due to multiple changes to the school timetable, as is normal in most schools, the students 
had much less time than initially planned to build and practice the intellectual tools and 
processes. On completion of Micro-cycle 3 the students were reconstructing many of the 
tools and clearly identifying and reflecting upon the use of the skills in and beyond their 
participation in CPI. The tools that had the strongest uptake were making connections and 
analogy. Both classes began to reconstruct the use of analogy as a reasoning tool during 
inquiries rather that only as a descriptive device. Both Year 2/3 and 4/5 students were not 
habitually asking questions to deepen the inquiry at this stage; however, they were aware 
that this was a skill that was needed to make progress during communities of inquiry and 
they reflected upon this during the reflective group interviews. The students reflected on 
their development and appropriation of the tools and processes within and beyond the 
learning context; however, at this stage I felt that the research had only begun to uncover 
the extent to which DRT could be developed within primary classrooms. 
Key modifications for Macro-cycle 2 
Several modifications were made in response to the above considerations. A mixed year 
level class group consisting of students from Years 2 to 7 was formed to enable 
observation of DRT over a spread of year-levels. Although students were beginning to 
regularly use elements of DRT in the context of philosophical inquiry, ways in which they 
applied these skills and processes to deal with abstraction would provide more 
comprehensive picture of the phenomenon. Preliminary analysis of the data enabled 
conclusions to be drawn regarding the effect of teacher knowledge/experience of CPI on 
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the development of DRT. To explore this further I took over the role of class teacher for 
this specific group. Marco-cycle 1 focused primarily on the procedural requirements of CPI 
and development of the intellectual tools. To ensure a balance of all three CPI elements 
(procedural, substantive and intellectual), the key focus of Macro-cycle 2 was on the 
substantive aspect, using philosophical theory as stimuli. Further, the level of student 
engagement during each inquiry varied considerably and this impacted on the success of 
the intervention. I inferred that this was connected to selection of the discussion topic. To 
address this, the stimulus material during Macro-cycle 2 followed the students’ interests. 
To enable greater inclusion of student voice, all students within the class group were 
interviewed (collaboratively in small groups) on completion of the macro-cycle. 
Macro-cycle 2 (2013 and 2014): DRT and Philosophising 
Research context and participants 
Macro-cycle 2 enabled collection of additional data to determine sustained progress over a 
longer timeframe. This macro-cycle was made up of two micro-cycles, each with a mixed 
year level group of students who had been selected to examine the phenomenon of DRT 
in greater depth (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012).  A purposeful sampling procedure was used 
to ensure depth and richness of the evidence supporting the phenomenon under 
investigation (Silverman, 2000). The selected students had demonstrated a passion for 
and/or reasonable skill with philosophical inquiry during class sessions and most had also 
taken part in the 2012 research. The first micro-cycle took place during second semester 
of 2013 in a mixed year-level focus group of 21 students (14 boys and seven girls) ranging 
from Years 2 to 7 (2 Year 7s; 3 Year 6s; 6 Year 5s; 5 Year 4s; 3 Year 3s; and 1 Year 2 
student) The students participated in a one-hour session every week for 12 weeks. The 
second micro-cycle was implemented in second semester of 2014. As of 2014, Year 7 was 
no longer a part of primary schools in Queensland, so Year 6 became the senior students 
at the school. The 2014 focus group consisted of nine Year 4 students (four boys and five 
girls) and 8 Year 5 students (six boys and two girls) This group of students attended a 50-
minute session prior to commencement of the school day for a period of 8 weeks. With 
both groups of students, I adopted the combined role of class teacher and researcher. I 
reinforced the students’ understanding that they were to take on a co-researcher role in my 
study and highlighted the value placed on their questions, perceptions, ideas and 
suggestions.  
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Designed interventions 
The interventions of Macro-cycle 2 shifted from procedural to substantive. The previous 
macrocycle had been about building inquiry procedures and intellectual inquiry tools. The 
key focus for the second macro-cycle was to build substantive understanding and to 
encourage students to connect with the ideas under discussion. This macro-cycle focused 
on the ways in which the students’ appropriated the intellectual tools and processes from 
Macro-cycle 1 to enable them to deeply examine the philosophical theories presented, 
deal with abstract ideas and make considered connections to their own thoughts and 
experiences. The intervention process during this macro-cycle did not involve the 
introduction of new tools or processes. As the focus was on substantive understanding of 
philosophical notions, the students were introduced to a range of philosophical theories. 
The philosophical ideas became the stimuli for discussion. Students explored and 
connected the philosophical ideas and made links to key interrelated concepts. Following 
students’ genuine interests was fundamental to the process as this sparked their 
motivation to formulate their own positions based on the philosophical ideas presented.  
The inquiry direction in the second macro-cycle followed the students’ connections to key 
philosophical themes and their engagement during each inquiry process. Students 
explored and connected the philosophical themes and made links to key interrelated 
concepts. On commencement of the macrocycle, the inquiry focus was introduced through 
the overarching inquiry question: How do we acquire knowledge and understanding?  The 
theoretical explanations contained in Philosophy Park (Cam, 2013a) provided a base on 
which further stimuli was constructed, concurring with the students’ interests. Further 
stimuli took the form of historical narratives, philosophical thought experiments, ethical 
dilemmas and scenarios relating to real-life experiences. The philosophical ideas were 
introduced using language and explanations that were age-appropriate for the participating 
students.  
During 2013, the students, through philosophical communities of inquiry, examined 
philosophical theories of wisdom and ignorance from a Socratic perspective, and idealism 
and reality as viewed by Plato’s and Aristotle’s perspectives on how we should live. 
Aristotle’s contribution to reasoning and logic was also introduced here. The exploration 
briefly introduced a rationalist perspective by Descartes and this was contrasted with 
empiricist viewpoints by John Locke and David Hume. During the 2014 micro-cycle, the 
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students revisited earlier thinking and learning, specifically in relation to rationalist and 
empiricist notions. Further they were introduced to Kant’s bridging of both perspectives 
through his understanding of the ways in which we come to know anything. During this 
micro-cycle, pragmatist notions of Peirce and Dewey were also briefly examined in 
connection with the overarching philosophical theme of knowledge acquisition. 
As part of the intervention process students were introduced to two further protocols of 
engagement with the aim to make epistemic progress during communities of inquiry. The 
first was to ensure the discussion moves forward. As the facilitator of this class, I 
discussed with the students what it means to make epistemic progress during CPI. The 
students came to understand that if the inquiry has moved on from the idea that they were 
planning to share, and the idea is no longer relevant, thus, in this case, it is important for 
them to let that idea go. This protocol links to the protocol of respect for self, others and 
place - respect for the thinking of the community. To avoid the frustration often felt when 
letting an idea pass, the students were given the opportunity to share those ideas, if they 
still felt the need, during the discussion summary on completion of the session. 
The second protocol was to make relevant, considered connections. The idea of 
connecting was deeply unpacked with the students. Through this, they came to 
understand the impact of well-considered links to the ideas under discussion. To be able to 
make considered connections, students needed to link to their own prior knowledge and 
life experiences and apply sound reasoning. The idea of relevance was also discussed in 
relation to ways in which comments that were not directly relevant to the discussion could 
impede the epistemic progress of the community during the inquiry. Both protocols were 
linked in that they built on the previously introduced protocols of engagement (see Chapter 
4), and they required the students to think of themselves as a community of thinkers and 
not just individuals who needed to hear their own voice. This understanding was key to the 
community’s progress during an inquiry. 
The students were also reintroduced to the three key branches of philosophy: ontology, 
epistemology and axiology. The branches of philosophy had been briefly introduced to the 
students to enable them to better understand the discipline of philosophy. However, the 
three key branches were now reintroduced to the class with the aim to provide them with a 
method of philosophical self-regulation. The students were asked to keep in mind the 
following in three guiding questions during all discussions: 
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• What is there? (ontology) 
• How do we know? (epistemology) 
• Should we care? (axiology) 
These questions were often reflected upon on completion of discussions to assist the 
students to pay attention to and develop their own reflective practices. As part of the 
process of Macro-cycle 2, students were introduced to the academic language of the 
philosophy discipline. New language was explained to them in terms that enabled them to 
successfully make meaning. Students who competently adopted the language then 
provided a ZPD for the students who were still at a ‘developing understanding’ level.  
In addition to consideration of the above questions, students were also asked to keep in 
mind the metacognitive question: How am I connected to this? This question encouraged 
the students to think about ways they could make purposeful connections to the concepts 
under discussion. The key focus of the design research this macro-cycle was the students’ 
development of capacity to make purposeful, metacognitive connections to the substantive 
elements of CPI. Both micro-cycles were designed as continuous, connected inquiries 
over several discussions with Micro-cycle 2 building on the philosophical understandings 
co-constructed during Micro-cycle 1. The overarching question for this macro-cycle was 
‘How do we acquire knowledge and understanding?’ The stimuli included concepts and 
ideas of the theorists underpinning my own research.  As the inquiry progressed, students 
were introduced to a range of philosophical theories as stimuli. The students were asked 
to keep in mind the three guiding questions during all discussions: ‘What is there?’, ‘How 
do we know?’, ‘Should we care’, and the meta-reflective question: ‘How am I connected to 
this?’ It was important to continue to focus on these questions as they enabled the 
students to internalise their philosophical understanding of the concepts under discussion. 
Micro-cycle 1, 2013 
The initial stimulus enabled students to think about western philosophical themes from an 
historical perspective, commencing with Socrates, Plato and Aristotle. A short video clip of 
the allegory of the Cave by Plato (illustrated in the Republic, a Socratic dialogue, written 
by Plato c380 BCE) provided additional stimulus at this stage (Plato, 1998). The inquiry 
direction followed the students’ connections to key philosophical ideas and their genuine 
interests during each COI. As the inquiry progressed, students were introduced to a range 
of philosophical theories as stimuli. In negotiation with the students and in response to 
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their initial questions relating to Plato’s Cave, the overarching concepts of knowledge, 
wisdom and reality were selected for exploration. Discussions commenced with the 
overarching concepts of knowledge and wisdom and the links between them. Interrelated 
concepts were also given significant focus as discussions progressed. Students made 
connections to ideas such as 'fear of knowledge’, ‘the distinctions between knowledge and 
belief’ and ‘knowing what is real’. Through exploration of the concept of reality, students 
made purposeful connections to the idea of perception. Further stimuli in the form of 
philosophers’ views relating to the notion of perception were introduced to support 
evolution of the student’s ideas during the discussions. Students explored the 
philosophical idea of ‘Theseus’ Ship’ (Hobbes, 1981), and through this discussion the 
thread moved to exploration of the concept of identity.  
Micro-cycle 2, 2014 
Micro-cycle 2 followed the same process as Micro-cycle 1 in that the discussions were all 
linked to form a continuous inquiry following the students’ genuine interests. The final 
concept explored during the previous micro-cycle was identity, therefore, in consultation 
with the students, the mind-body problem was introduced as stimulus and the class 
explored the notions of several philosophers as discussed above. The students became 
very interested in the questions: ‘Who are we?’, and ‘Are we our mind or our physical 
body?’. They connected notions of the mind/brain, our physicality, emotions and 
imagination. During the discussions, students explored their understanding of their own 
identity as thinkers/learners and examined the notion of their collective identity as a 
community of thinkers/learners. 
Conception of Macro-cycle 3  
During Macro-cycle 2 of the inquiry, I had been undertaking additional research of key 
theorists, Charles Sander Peirce and John Dewey, to further my theoretical understanding 
of Matthew Lipman’s educational theory and practice. It became apparent that Peirce’s 
notion of ‘genuine doubt’, which is at the root of his notion of a community of inquiry that 
Lipman, Sharp & Oscanyan (1980) later adapted to the classroom, would be significant to 
my research especially for analysing the data.   
Peirce (1877) maintained that inquiry forms the space between genuine doubt and a fixed 
or settled belief. His distinction between genuine doubt and paper doubt inspired me to 
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think about what makes an inquiry ‘genuine’, and, therefore, engaging for students. 
Subsequently, further questions emerged: How is doubt cultivated within the COI? and 
What is the relationship between DRT and doubt? I hypothesised that the emergence of 
doubt would assist to further the epistemic progress made during CPI and increase the 
frequency of student questioning. Reflection on the understandings drawn from evaluation 
of the evidence gained in Macro-cycle 2 initiated the construction of Macro-cycle 3 in 
which the aim was to determine the relationship between DRT and the cultivation of doubt 
within CPI.  
Key modifications for Macro-cycle 3 
The overarching focus of Macro-cycle 3 was to examine forms of doubt and establish the 
connection between doubt and DRT. To enable students to build on their thinking and 
learning through the experience of participation in Macro-cycle 2, the stimuli and 
discussions extended the philosophical notions explored in Macro-cycle 2, specifically 
regarding the acquisition of knowledge. The inquiry in this macrocycle included 
examination of the theorists underpinning this research. In addition, the students 
developed their own philosophical notions based on their new understandings. 
Macro-cycle 3 (2016): DRT and doubt 
Research context and participants 
Macro-cycle 3 research took place in 2016 with a mixed year level focus group consisting 
of three Year 4 students (all boys), four Year 5 students (2 boys and two girls) and eight 
Year 6 Students (5 boys and 3 girls). The Years 5 and 6 students had all taken part in 
previous research, but the Year 4 students were new to this way of working. The inclusion 
of the Year 4 students enabled me to observe the impact of the learning community on the 
new, younger students’ DRT development. The students participated in five, 50-minute 
sessions prior to commencement of the school day. Consistent with Macro-cycle 2, my 
role combined teacher and researcher. Again, the students’ role as co-inquirers in the 
study was emphasised. 
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Designed interventions 
Macro-cycle 3 followed the same basic structure as the previous macro-cycle in that the 
students were introduced to theories of renowned philosophers and discussions were all 
linked to form a continuous inquiry following the students’ genuine interests.  
This was fundamental in Macro-cycle 3 as I had hypothesised that for doubt to emerge, 
students needed to be genuinely engaged with the ideas under discussion. The 
overarching question for this cycle was ‘How do we acquire knowledge and 
understanding?’ The stimuli in this macro-cycle also included concepts and ideas of the 
theorists underpinning my own research. Macro-cycle 3 enabled the students to examine 
philosophical notions and make connections to their own prior understanding and life 
experiences. Additionally, students were given opportunities to develop their own positions 
on philosophical theory in relation to the overarching philosophical question. The key focus 
during Macro-cycle 3 was on the emergence of doubt and its relationship to DRT. 
Tangentially, Macro-cycle 3 also examined ways in which students connected to key 
philosophical perspectives when immersed in inquiries ignited through authentic 
engagement with philosophical ideas.  
Following on from the previous macrocycle, the students were asked to keep in mind the 
three guiding questions during all discussions: ‘What is there?’, ‘How do we know?’, 
‘Should we care’, and also the meta-reflective question: ‘How am I connected to this?’ It 
was important to continue to focus on these questions as they enabled the students to 
internalise their philosophical understanding of the concepts under discussion. 
Culminating macro-cycle 
During semester 2, 2015, the school held another mixed year-level class of students from 
Years 3–6 with most of the class having taken part in my research the following years. 
Another researcher from the University of Queensland had requested to collect data during 
these sessions. Her focus was on the concept of peace. I facilitated the discussions and 
as I was working with the students I realised that they were forming their own theoretical 
positions around the concepts of identity, knowledge, doubt, thinking and learning, and 
they were connecting these to the discussions on peace. Students repeatedly 
reconstructed the thinking and learning from previous years without prompting. I had not 
applied to the ethics committee to incorporate this data in my research and understood 
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that data could not be collected retrospectively but realised that the type of comments the 
students were making would provide strong evidence to support my study. I then applied 
for a further amendment to my ethics application (see appendix B4) to include data from a 
mixed year level class (Years 4–6) to be held in 2016. This data then became the 
culminating data for my research. 
Macro-cycle 3 commenced with the same overarching question: How do we acquire 
knowledge and understanding?  The Inquiry ran continuously over four weeks. During 
Session 1, the students explored the notions of philosophers on the acquisition of 
knowledge as stimuli for discussion. The sessions commenced by revisiting theories of 
Socrates, Plato and Aristotle on the concept of knowledge and continued through the 
philosophical history timeline to include the theories of other philosophers such as 
Descartes, Locke and Kant as the weeks progressed. Through philosophical communities 
of inquiry, the students were also introduced to the views of the theorists underpinning this 
research in relation to knowledge acquisition, specifically Peirce and Dewey. Linking to the 
reflective question: ‘How am I connected to this?’, the students were asked to formulate 
their own philosophical positions on knowledge acquisition on completion of the four 
sessions. These responses were collected to form part of the data corpus for Macro-cycle 
3. 
Data collection and analysis  
A range of complementary data were collected to provide rich understanding of the 
phenomenon under examination. Multiple sources of data allowed for a comprehensive 
revision of the design elements (Brown, 1992) as the investigation progressed, and 
triangulation of the data. A content analysis approach to data coding was deployed to 
identify forms of DRT occurring in classroom dialogue and in the written responses of 
students. The application of content analysis and coding enabled the data to be 
interrogated through specific lenses pertaining to the development of DRT. The data 
analysis during Macro-cycle 1 focused on the students’ development of deep reflective 
thinking in each classroom through the focused teaching of specific intellectual tools and 
processes. Macro-cycle 2 data analysis focused on the ways in which students’ used DRT 
to philosophise. Macro-cycle 3 analysis focused on identification and classification of 
doubt.  
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Community of Inquiry (COI) 
The COI was used as a tool with which to capture students’ collaborative dialogue through 
the three macro-cycles and to establish a data corpus of DRT across year levels two 
through to seven. The COI data in Macro-cycle 1 were interrogated in two key ways to 
collect evidence of DRT development: (1) The development of aspects of DRT, and (2) 
levels of development of DRT (refer to Table 5.2). During the second and third macro-
cycles the data was also coded according to content elements specific to the focus of each 
macro-cycle. The COI data in each class during Macro-cycle 1 were collected on 
completion of each micro-cycle. Macro-cycle 2 COI data were collected at the mid-point, 
and on completion, the inquiry unit and Macro-cycle 3 were collected during four 
communities of inquiry, one each week after the first week in which the initial stimulus was 
introduced. During Macro-cycle 1 the COI provided examples of when an individual ‘raised 
the bar’ or effectively used a newly introduced thinking tool to support DRT. During Macro-
cycles 2 and 3 evidence of the use of DRT to philosophise and the emergence of doubt 
within the community were additional foci (refer to Table 5.2). 
The COI recordings were transcribed and then initially examined to identify forms of DRT 
that had evolved within the discussion and the use and frequency of the intellectual tools 
and processes. Each tool/process (as outlined in the Macro-cycle 1 section of Table 5.1) 
was identified and colour-coded. This also enabled examination of the effect of these on 
the epistemic progress of the inquiry. Instances were identified in which students had 
raised the bar through the effective use of a specific tool or the contribution of a 
purposeful, considered comment eliciting deeper discussion (refer to Table 5.2). 
After completion of Macro-Cycle 3 all episodes were re-examined to determine the 
emergence of doubt. Doubt was investigated by interrogation of students’’ responses of 
the following types: questioning relevant to the point under discussion; persistence with an 
idea that challenges the general views of the community; alternative suggestions; 
counterexamples; or a change of mind in response to the reasoned ideas of others. These 
responses were analysed to determine whether the response cultivated collective doubt 
within the community or evidenced individual student’s uncertainty with the ideas under 
discussion or with their own current beliefs. 
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Table 5.2 Aspects of Development of DRT: Data Coding Summary 
Type of 
evidence 
Summary Data  Research 
Questions 
Use of tools Use of tools to: 
Reason effectively 
Develop conceptual understanding 
Progress the inquiry 
Collective building of tools during interaction  
COI episodes 
Teacher reflective 
comments 
Q.1 
Use of 
processes 
Students use and refer to engagement protocols 
in a way that demonstrates their understanding of 
their impact on the epistemic progress of the 
community 
COI episodes 
Teacher reflective 
comments 
Q.1 
Raising the bar Introduction of a conceptual idea that moves the 
inquiry to a deeper level.  
Collective building of relevant tools or conceptual 
ideas to purposefully progress the inquiry. 
COI episodes 
Teacher reflective 
comments 
All Qs 
Metacognitive 
practices 
Students reflect on their own epistemic progress 
and that of the group. 
Expressing understanding of changes in thinking 
and learning overtime 
Recognition of doubt  
Expressing understanding their own ways of 
thinking and learning  
Articulation of the benefits of CPI for themselves 
and others 
Articulation of their passion for specific 
philosophical ideas 
COI episodes 
Small group 
focused dialogues 
Student artefacts 
All Qs 
Reconstruction 
of experiences 
Purposeful deployment tool 
Reworking an idea that had been shared in a 
previous inquiry 
Drawing upon prior learning and relevant 
experiences 
COI episodes 
Small group 
focused dialogues 
Student artefacts  
All Qs 
Use of DRT to 
philosophise 
 
 
Use of intellectual tools and processes to make e 
progress 
Construction of theory 
Abstraction through ongoing self- and peer -
assessment.  
COI episodes 
Small group 
focused dialogues 
Student artefacts 
 
Q. 2 
Doubt Four categories were defined: 
1. Responses that show tentativeness and 
express reservations about their student’s 
own ideas and contributions.  
2. Openness to sustained uncertainty – dividing 
knowledge into certain and uncertain states - 
known and unknown states a precursor of 
epistemic doubt 
3. Responses that are not necessarily provided 
in a tentative manner, but the contribution is 
to provoke doubt in others regarding an idea 
under consideration -looking to unsettle the 
idea.   
4. Formulation of personal positions on 
philosophical theory in relation to doubt 
COI episodes 
Small group 
focused dialogues 
Student artefacts 
 Q. 3 
92 
Small group focused dialogues (SGFD) 
On completion of each micro-cycle in Macro-cycle 1, a small group of students were 
selected to participate in the focused dialogues based on how effectively they could 
articulate thoughts, suggestions and reflections during class discussions. The focused 
dialogues were also examined to collected evidence on aspects and levels of DRT 
development (refer to Tables 5.2 & 5.3). Each small group in this cycle consisted of one or 
two students who remained throughout all three focused dialogues and the remainder 
were students who were new to the process. All students who participated in Macro-cycles 
2 and 3 took part in the focussed dialogues and were grouped according to their year 
levels. The focused dialogues examined the students’ metacognitive understanding of their 
new learning in relation to DRT and the appropriation of this learning in and beyond the 
context of CPI.  
During each SGFD, the students were required to use the same philosophical protocols 
that were habitually used in whole-class communities of inquiry. As the facilitator of these 
dialogues, I asked the students to consider specific questions (see Appendix H). Each 
student was given the opportunity to respond to these questions. The students used the 
philosophical skills and processes to build on the ideas of others or contribute their own 
ideas. Additionally, I asked further substantive or procedural questions when necessary to 
probe for depth or to clarify meaning.  
Each response within the SGFDs was coded according to its own merit to identify the 
students’ individual perceptions of their new learning. The coding scale had been 
specifically designed to evaluate individual student responses (see Appendix I). The 
coding instrument was adapted for use as a four-point scale and had been developed 
through combination of a five-point reflection scale developed by Bain, Ballantyne, Packer 
and Mills (1999) and levels of learning identified by Wertsch (1979, 1991).  A summary of 
the coding levels has been provided below (see Table 5.3). 
On completion of Macro-cycle 2 the SGFD transcripts were examined to identify evidence 
of the student’s metacognitive understanding of ways in which they reconstructed the 
learning experiences in and beyond context. They were asked to reflect on the tools and 
processes, the collaborative process, conceptual understandings and how these three 
elements were connected. On conclusion of the final macro-cycle the focused dialogue 
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transcripts were examined/re-examined to identify emergence of doubt and the students’ 
metacognition of doubt as a construct.   
Table 5.3 Levels of Development of DRT: Data Coding Summary 
Levels Small Group Focused Dialogues 
Individual responses 
Surface Rudimentary, partial and/or lacking in specificity 
No evidence of attention to justification and reasoning 
Use of vague vocabulary 
Evidence of a sense of personal detachment from the experience   
Connecting Superficially connected to the learning but lack specificity and depth of 
understanding  
Student superficially connects new learning/experiences to their own prior 
knowledge/understanding, feelings judgements, and experiences  
Individual responses evidence a cursory sense of personal connection to the 
learning experiences. 
Mastery Competent level of knowing or understanding without a sense of commitment or 
personal transformation  
Sense of engagement and achievement 
Evidence of a competent reproduction of knowledge without significant personal 
appropriation of the learning experiences 
Appropriation Evidence of a deep level of understanding and personal meaning making that 
involves taking something that belongs to others and making it one's own 
Student appropriates the knowledge in ways that enable new insights or distinct 
perspectives. 
Individual responses convey a sense of deep engagement and/or intellectual 
passion. 
Participating teacher comments and reflections 
During Macro-cycle 1 of the research, teachers were provided with journals to document 
their observations and reflections on student learning. I requested that the teachers focus 
on the students’ day to day use of the philosophy skills in the classroom, insightful student 
comments during weekly communities of inquiry, and ways in which students 
reconstructed the skills and processes within and beyond the context of learning. During 
reflective feedback sessions, they were invited to further comment on any significant 
observations that pertained to the research. On completion of Macro-cycle 1, the teachers 
each took part in a final focused discussion to reflect on the overall experience and the 
learning progression of their class community (see Appendix H). Observations from the 
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participating teachers provided evidence of the application of the learning in areas other 
than the context of CPI. Additionally, the observations enabled a more considered 
evaluation and revision of the design elements as each micro-cycle progressed during 
Macro-cycle 1.  
Student artefacts 
Student questions, written comments and reflections were collected to add to the corpus of 
data and support the audio-recorded evidence of the students’ development of DRT. 
Student questions were encouraged after exploration of the stimuli and during discussions. 
The collected artefacts included comments from students who may not have taken the 
opportunity to share these thoughts during the discussion due to the inquiry moving 
beyond the ideas they were thinking about at the time. The comments and questions 
collected after each COI were then incorporated into the following week’s discussion so 
that the community had the opportunity to share the ideas that emerged from the previous 
week. These artefacts also provided further evidence of reappropriation of the learning 
experiences and their metacognitive understanding of doubt. 
Ethical Considerations 
Ethical clearance was sought from and approved by the University of Queensland, School 
of Education’s Ethical Review Committee and Education Queensland (see Appendices A1 
& A2). Two teachers at the school were invited and agreed to participate in the study. 
Teacher participants and the parents or primary caregivers of students in each class have 
given informed, written consent to take part in the research (see Appendices C1 – C9). 
Informed consent is the “knowing consent of individuals to participate as an exercise of 
their choice, free from any element of fraud, deceit, duress, or similar unfair inducement or 
manipulation” (Berg, 2001, p. 56). Voluntary withdrawal from my research was clearly 
stated as an option for all participants at any time during the process. The philosophy 
classes in which the students participated in the research were a part of their school 
expectations; however, students were informed during introductory class discussions that 
wished to withdraw their comments from the research they were able make this request at 
any time during the research process. 
Prior to any classroom activity, the students were informed about the process, their 
participation requirements and the intention of the research through whole class 
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discussions in which they would be invited to ask questions or voice concerns. The 
language used to explain the process and research requirements was pitched at a level 
corresponding to the age of the participants. Student voice remained anonymous as their 
responses and artefacts were coded using pseudonyms. Hard copies of data are stored in 
a locked filing cabinet at the University of Queensland and electronic data are stored on 
password protected computers. 
The main ethical consideration during Macro-cycle 1 was possible stress to teachers 
resulting from taking on new learning and the management of the time required to adopt 
the practices within the classroom. However, this was considered minimal as the skills and 
practices gained through participation in the project enhanced the existing curriculum 
program rather than adding further requirements to the teachers’ existing workload. The 
skills and practices ultimately enhanced the teaching and learning process and facilitated 
deeper understanding of the curriculum for participating students. Additionally, the 
practices enabled students to reach deeper understanding of knowledge, concepts and 
ideas throughout other learning areas within a shorter timeframe, thus significantly 
alleviating the load for the participating teachers. Further to this, for consideration of 
participants’ well-being, the interventions and data collection took place in the teachers’ 
and students’ own classroom environments.  
During Macro-cycle 2, an Amendment to Ethics (see Appendix B.2) was sought and 
approved to include the data from the 2013, and a further amendment (see Appendix B.3) 
was applied for and granted to extend Macro-cycle 2 in 2014. A final application was 
made and approved for Macro-cycle 3 of the research in 2016 to collect culminating data 
(see Appendices B.4).  Ethical concerns were very low for both Macro-cycles 2 and 3 as 
the students were selected due to their passion and engagement in philosophical inquiry. 
During 2014 and 2016, the key ethical consideration was gaining parental permission for 
the students to attend these classes once a week, prior to commencement of the school 
day. However, as before school, mixed year level classes in a range of learning areas 
had become customary practice at the school over the two years prior, no issues evolved 
due to this requirement. There were no ethical issues that arose regarding the selection of 
students as the students were firstly identified through consultation between their class 
teacher and me as the teacher/researcher. The identified students were then interviewed 
by me to determine their level of commitment to the sessions.  
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Issues of trustworthiness 
Qualitative research includes four key criteria to ensure the trustworthiness of the study: 
credibility, dependability, confirmability and dependability (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012). Issues 
relating to each criterion will be outlined below. 
Credibility 
Creditability relates to the match between the perceptions of the participants and the 
researcher. To ensure the methodological credibility of the study, several strategies were 
deployed. Credibility was addressed primarily by initiating reflective discussions with the 
teacher participants to gain their perspectives on the planning and implementation of the 
design, and at a later stage, the data analysis. In addition, other teachers were informed and 
consulted at the school throughout investigation. For example, the design of the investigation, 
ongoing implementation practices and preliminary data were shared at staff meetings to gain 
the perspectives of the teachers who were not directly involved with the investigation. 
Another key process for ensuring credibility was on-going reflection with the participating 
students about their responses and the meanings and sense they were trying to convey. In 
addition, the participating teachers were provided with transcriptions of their reflective 
comments and samples of the students’ comments and asked to provide feedback regarding 
their views on the credibility of the inferences I had drawn from the data. New understandings 
were formulated as part of the reflective process of design research. Examples of this were 
the ways in which the tools and processes were taken up by the students and the evolution of 
DRT within the participating classes. These understandings were shared with the wider 
teaching cohort at the school and evaluated to establish further credibility. 
Dependability 
The dependability of the study refers to the reliability of the procedures used for data 
collection and interpretation. It was tested by inviting a research colleague to code samples of 
the community of inquiry and the small group interview data using the developed coding 
instruments. The students were not known to the colleague and he had not participated in the 
development of the coding instruments. In instances where the coders’ responses differed, 
the data were reviewed by the researcher and colleague together to decide on a final code. 
97 
Confirmability 
Confirmability denotes the degree to which the data could be validated by others in the field 
of qualitative research. Confirmation was addressed through three key collection methods 
(Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012). Throughout all macro-cycles, focused dialogues with students 
were conducted to collect evidence of the development of DRT. Observation of the 
development DRT skills and processes was enabled through evaluation of community of 
inquiry data and teacher reflections. The selection of the mixed year-level groups facilitated 
focus group data during macro-cycles two and three. The community of inquiry and small 
group interview transcript and audio-recordings, researcher journal notes, teacher reflections 
and student artefacts are available if requested. Sanctioning the availability of data to the field 
would also enable the theories of learning emerging through this research to be further 
examined and built upon in the future (Brown, 1992).  
Transferability 
Transferability refers to ways in which the study could be generalised and appropriated in 
contexts beyond the original. Although this research did not include examination of the 
design in school contexts other than the research setting, many of the designed strategies 
used to support participant student learning were replicated in other classrooms, and by 
teachers and students, other than those participating in the research. The outcomes in these 
classrooms were not documented as part of the research, but in my dual roles as Head of 
Curriculum and Philosophy Coach I was able to observe the implementation of the strategies 
and the ways teachers’ and students’ practices were changed. This provided me with an 
indication of the probable success of the design in other school contexts in which philosophy 
is taught.  
Limitations of the study 
During Macro-cycle 1, some limitations became apparent, and consequently I decided to 
extend the study beyond 2012. One limiting factor was the introductory year of 
implementation of the Australian Curriculum in all Australian schools, and therefore, all school 
leadership teams and teaching staff were undergoing a complex learning journey to 
understand their requirements as school leaders and teachers in the implementation of the 
new curriculum. Curriculum to the Classroom units (C2C) were designed by Education 
Queensland in response to the new national curriculum and progressively rolled out over the 
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coming years. Concurring with Collins (1999) schools are generally ‘messy’ places to conduct 
research and in addition to this, teachers were unsure of their expectations around 
implementation of these units and the units’ entirety as the state mandate was unclear at the 
time. This resulted in teachers feeling that they were overworked and time-poor, and 
therefore, some of the designed research requirements for the participating teachers were 
not able to be completed. The journals were given scant attention and the requirement to 
ensure students used the newly introduced CPI tools between the research sessions was 
attended to only when time permitted.  
Another limiting factor linking to the above-mentioned issue was that the school had only 
been using CPI as a whole-school approach for two years on commencement of the 
research, and therefore, the teachers had not experienced the level of impact the program 
would later have on the school. This meant that, although the staff were beginning to value 
the program, they were also attending to the intense demands of the introduction of the 
Australian Curriculum, so they didn’t initially prioritise philosophy as a subject. In later years 
this changed significantly.  
An additional significant issue related to teacher experience within the school. The Year 
2/3 teacher had Level 2 philosophy educator training and was a passionate learner in this 
area. The Year 4/5 teacher was new to the school, a novice to CPI in a school setting, and 
had yet to develop the understanding and value of philosophy in the classroom. Although 
both teachers were developing a high level of procedural understanding, they had not yet 
attained the level of substantive knowledge and understanding required to support the 
research, specifically in relation to reflective practices. Due to time constraints and issues 
pertaining to overall teacher expectations nationally, teachers did not sustain the upkeep 
of their journals. At this point in the investigation, the participating teachers had not yet 
substantially developed their own deep reflective practices and therefore their reflections 
lacked depth and quality.   
This was also an issue for transferability of the design to contexts other than the base school. 
For effective transfer to occur, teachers would need a proficient level of experience and skill 
in CPI with primary students. For this reason, Macro-cycles 2 and 3 were implemented by the 
researcher in the role of teacher/researcher. This has wider implications for the way in which 
we currently provide teacher training and ongoing PD for teacher in Queensland. I envisage 
this to be a tangential study resulting from this research. 
99 
Furthermore, the students were also new to this way of working, thus, on commencement of 
the investigation in 2012, both classes required considerable practice with the procedural 
elements of CPI to ensure the development of classroom learning communities. CPI requires 
the development of a classroom culture based on the notion explicated by Brown (1992) as a 
learning community. As the teachers were under pressure due to the introduction of the 
Australian Curriculum, I dedicated a considerable amount of time facilitating the growth of 
‘community’ within each class prior to commencement of the research and this continued 
throughout the progression of Macro-cycle 1. This reduced the amount of time and number of 
opportunities available for data collection, particularly in Macro-cycle 1. This was a 
contributing factor in the decision to design and implement Macro-cycle 2. Collins (1992, 
1999) maintained the context for design research was discovery rather than verification. 
There were several learning discoveries evolving from the interventions implemented in 
Macro-cycle 1. The preliminary analysis of the data uncovered the need for further 
interventions to examine the development of DRT over a more substantial timeframe. The 
new learning emerging from the research appeared to be the ‘tip of an iceberg’ in relation to 
what might be discovered if the research were to be conducted over a longer research 
timeframe to include considered application of the learning emerging from Macro-cycle 1. 
Finally, a significant issue regarding the implementation of the Australian Curriculum arose 
during Cycle 1 of the investigation. Inquiry learning was highlighted as a key focus of the 
Australian Curriculum; however, many educators did not possess a deep knowledge of what 
it means to ‘inquire’. This, in turn, impacted on the students’ development of the dispositions, 
skills and processes needed to learn through inquiry. Although teachers were implementing 
the inquiry units, students were not engaged in genuine, deep inquiry processes. This 
prompted the decision to implement Macro-cycle 2 of the investigation focusing on the 
students’ examination of philosophical theories and it also had significant implications for 
investigation of the evolution of doubt during Macro-cycle 3. 
The limitations were addressed through the extension of the research to include Macro-
cycles 2 and 3. These cycles took place in mixed year level classes with students who had 
demonstrated a high level of engagement in philosophy lessons. I worked in the role of 
teacher/researcher; therefore, my experience and skill as a philosophy educator enabled me 
to facilitate deeper reflective practices within these groups of students.  
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Conclusion 
In summary, this chapter provided a detailed description of the research method, qualitative, 
design research. This method was employed to illustrate the phenomenon of DRT through 
CPI. Three interconnected constructs formed the framework of the design methodology: 
theoretical content, pedagogy and curriculum. The aim of the designed interventions was to 
increase the frequency and depth of reflective thinking through the pragmatist and socio-
cultural approach of CPI. The central pedagogy of COI underpinned all interventions and 
data collection. The development of DRT was observed through the procedural, intellectual 
and substantive lenses of CPI. Interventions focused on the ontological, epistemological and 
axiological elements of the philosophy curriculum. The data collection methods involved a 
range of interrelated processes to confirm the authenticity of the evidence. Ongoing analysis 
and synthesis of the data enabled timely modifications in response to new understandings 
and emergent themes. To gather longitudinal evidence of the development and sustainability 
of DRT, the research took place over three macro-cycles spanning a four-year period. It is 
envisaged that this study will contribute to existing theory and provide a sound platform on 
which to build further research on the construct of DRT. 
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CHAPTER 6  
RESULTS: DEVELOPMENT OF DEEP REFLECTIVE THINKING 
Introduction 
This purpose of this design-based investigation was to examine DRT in the context of a 
classroom COI. The results have been documented over three chapters. The three results 
chapters will systematically detail the findings of each Macro-cycle. This chapter outlines 
the results of Macro-cycle 1. This macro-cycle focused on the development of DRT in 
relation to its key elements: development of a repertoire of tools and processes, sustained 
practice in philosophising, and self- and peer-assessment (metacognitive practice and 
reconstruction of experience) (see Figure 6.1). As argued previously in this thesis, for DRT 
to develop, there needs to be a dynamic, considered integration of each of the elements. 
This design-based investigation systematically introduced novel ways of developing each 
of the elements over three macro-cycles. As complexity of the introduced tools and 
processes had been specifically designed to spiral through the various year levels, the 
data also served to highlight significant and interesting differences in students’ 
appropriation of the skills across the year levels. 
The overarching inquiry question framing this chapter is: What aspects of DRT can occur 
as a result of teaching specific philosophical inquiry tools and processes within CPI? The 
results of this cycle have been organised under three key conceptual overarching 
categories pertaining to the elements of DRT (see Table 6.1) In Table 6.1 the Xs represent 
the ways in which each element of DRT emerged in the data. The first is the Use of the 
tools, the second is the collaborative inquiry practices and the third is the self- and peer-
assessment. Each of these three categories have been unpacked through several sub-
categories emerging from the data analysis (as shown in Figure 6.1 DRT Results). Figure 
6.1 also serves to illustrate the interrelationship of the data categories and sub-categories. 
It provides a visual summary of the complex, interrelated elements of DRT (represented in 
centre circle), elicited from Macrocycle 1 results. The inner circle surrounding the centre 
(DRT) indicates the three overarching categories that work together to form DRT, the 
arrows illustrating the interconnections among the three categories. The circle surrounding 
the overarching categories represents the CPI foci in each category and the outer circle 
identifies the individual elements that make up each CPI focus.   
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Figure 6-1 DRT Results 
Table 6.1 Results pertaining to elements of DRT 
Elements of 
DRT 
Concept 1 
Use of tools 
 Concept 2 
Collaborative 
Inquiry 
practices 
Concept 3 
Self and Peer 
Assessment 
Types of evidence 
Immersion in 
philosophising 
 X   Immersion in philosophising 
leading to sustained inquiry 
practice 
Repertoire of 
tools and 
practices 
X X X epistemic progress through 
use of tools 
Synthesis of tools and 
practices during inquiry 
Metacognitive 
practice 
 X X Synthesis of learning to 
make epistemic progress 
Able to reflect on why 
progress has been made 
Reconstruction 
of experience 
 X X Reconstruction of use of 
tools 
Reconstruction of ways of 
thinking 
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The corpus of Macro-cycle 1 evidence has been drawn from transcripts of communities of 
inquiry and focused dialogue groups, reflective comments by the two classroom teachers 
and recorded observations and incidents in the teacher/researcher’s field notes. Extensive 
samples of quotations have been included to accurately represent the participant voice 
within the context of the study (Bloomberg & Volpe, 2012). Although the data has been 
categorised to facilitate the analysis and evaluation process, a significant quantity of data 
connects to and provides evidence of multiple categories. Thus, the student and teacher 
samples in this chapter have been selected to provide evidence of the category in which 
their support is most evident. For the benefit of the reading audience, the sample 
comments have been trimmed to remove any unnecessary wording (e.g., um, like) that 
has no significance to the meaning. If the interjections were viewed to be integral to the 
meaning they have remained in the quote. 
Category 1: Use of the Tools 
Through the teaching and learning activities (Teaching Communities of inquiry - see 
Appendices E, F & G) implemented in both classrooms during Macro-cycle 1, students 
developed a repertoire of intellectual inquiry/reasoning tools. An ancillary aim when 
implementing these activities was to enable students to understand how they could use 
these tools to further the epistemic progress of the inquiry. Given that the teaching and 
learning took place in three micro-cycles over a five-month timeframe, there was 
substantial evidence of students’ development of a repertoire of tools overall in both 
classes. The participant teachers and students could recognise the students’ development 
of the tools and their application beyond the context of the philosophy lessons. Making 
connections and analogies were identified in all data as having the highest instance of use. 
The year 4/5 students also evidenced a high number of instances in which the 
counterexample tool was used; however, the COI (Making Judgments) in which this tool 
was predominantly used implicitly called for the use of counterexamples through the 
context of the discussion. The tool that evidenced the least impact was summarising. This 
tool was the last to be introduced in both classes. Several students in both classes could 
identify the tools being used if prompted but there was little evidence of the use of 
metalanguage to signal the tools they were using at this time.  
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Below, the Year 4/5 teacher reflected on her observation of the students’ use of tools in 
learning areas other than the context in which they had been taught and expressed her 
intention to facilitate the development of the tools in her classroom.  
Participating teacher’s reflective comment on the students’ use of the tools 
Year 4/5 Teacher: I do think that to a point at some stage once they have been explicitly 
taught it and um have been absorbed into it and it’s becomes a part of their everyday 
classroom activities and things that they do … Well I think that they take it on and, 
because it’s evident, you can see it in the different activities that we do. You know it 
doesn’t matter what it is in any area, if it’s a fresh tool, I think that’s where we continue to 
develop it and make sure that becomes something we build on and it comes into their 
repertoire as well … 
 
The Year 4/5 teacher suggested that through the focused teaching of the intellectual tools, 
students begin to use these tools both in the context of CPI but and throughout all learning 
areas. She also indicated her commitment to the continuation of this practice in her 
classroom. 
Table 6.2 Students’ use of tools in communities of inquiry  
Tools Year 2/ 3 Year 4/5 
Constructing/reconstructing analogy 20 11 
Identifying similarities/connections 31 20 
Identifying differences - drawing distinctions – degree of difference 1 3 
Questioning 12 0 
Reasoning – identifying faulty reasoning  5 
Testing with counterexamples 2 32 
Thinking about criteria 1   
Summarising  5 
 
Evidence of the use and understanding of the tools will be unpacked under the three areas 
in which they were introduced in Macro-cycle 1: Reasoning, Conceptual exploration, and 
Progressing the inquiry. The main body of evidence for students’ use of the tools was 
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found in the communities of inquiry. Supporting evidence from the participating teachers’ 
and teacher/ researchers’ comments and SGFDs have been included. Evidence of both 
high and low use of the intellectual tools will be presented in the following section. 
Reasoning 
Students’ use of analogy to support reasoning and their capacities to identify and test 
faulty reasoning were examined. Ways in which the students’ use of reasoning tools 
supported their development of DRT have been identified. 
Constructing and reconstructing analogy 
Students from both classes could use analogy effectively during the community of inquiry 
to provide a more descriptive illustration of their thoughts and as a reasoning tool. The use 
and quality of analogy were higher overall in the year 2/3 class than in the Year 4/5 class. 
Fewer students in the Year 4/5 class demonstrated use of the tool but in both classes the 
analogies provided were of a similar quality and strength. The examples below provide 
evidence of these students making the sophisticated shift from using analogy as a 
descriptive tool to reasoning analogously. This required students to think about the way in 
which analogy works specifically in relation to the quality and strength of the underlying 
generalisation and then reconstruct that understanding in the context of the current inquiry. 
Not all students could do this at this stage of the investigation but the students who had 
mastered this provided a ZPD within the inquiry for other students.  
Use of Tools: Analogy, COI Data 2012 
Extracts from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 1 COI 
Jonah (Year 2) imagination is like an upgraded think but imagining is sort of thinking. 
Further into discussion: 
Tuong (Year 3): Imagination and thinking, they’re both different. Imagination is like you 
have a picture in your head and thinking, thinking is like when you are trying to get 
through something  
Year 2/3Teacher: Through something?  
Tuong: Like through an idea or something.  
Year 2/3 Teacher: What do you mean by ‘get through something’? 
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Tuong: Like you are trying to print something out to think about it … Like a gate and on 
one side is imagination and on the other side is thinking - trying to get to imagination. 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 COI 
Clinton: one word for it – questions 
Teacher/researcher: Thoughts come from questions? 
Clinton: Because it’s sort of like the motor started, like going into our heads and it 
[questions] makes the motor start driving - to make the motor start proper.  
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 3 COI 
Sharav (Year 4): I agree with that idea because I’m, … I disagree with that idea because 
when people say, sometimes they say your memory is a little rusty so when you are trying 
to think of – you’re trying to remember but you can’t really get to that spot on – like when 
you are playing archery – you have to keep on going until you get the spot –maybe you 
keep on trying but you really can’t. 
Teacher/Researcher: Can you do anything about a ‘rusty’ memory? 
Kim (Year 5): Maybe you could fix it up with the tools. 
Teacher/Researcher: What are the tools you would use to fix your rusty memory? 
Kim: Speaking to other people, trying to figure it out before with your prior knowledge and 
strategies. 
Larson (Year 4): I, I can add some tools to Kim’s – like all the stuff that you find that forms 
that memory. 
Further into the inquiry 
Kim: I think that stress is like a teacher in your head because stress is like trying to push 
you on and make you do things that you think you can’t do at all. (Micro-cycle 1) 
   
Use of tools: Analogy, SGFD Data 2012 
Extract from Micro-cycle 3 Year 2/3 SGFD  
Carlton (Year 3):  I liked learning about the new tools because it was sort of fun hearing 
how to use them and it was um, made it a lot easier in other subjects. 
Teacher/researcher: Can you expand on that? 
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Carlton (Year 3): Like analogy - you can use that a lot in like, if you want to make 
something easier to explain to like if you’re Grade 4 and you are talking to a Prep you 
can, and if it’s something really complicated you can use an analogy to make it easier to 
explain.  
Extract from Micro-cycle 3, Year 2/3 SGFD  
Kim (Year 5): I think my, the most challenging thing for me is to try to like understand how 
other people think, ‘cause sometimes I don’t really understand their thoughts ‘cause 
sometimes they say some things that I can’t understand so then I use my analogies to 
clarify it so if somebody says something I don’t understand I try and make it into 
something similar – and simpler. 
 
The COI examples above show evidence of students appropriating their understanding of 
analogy to make reasoned judgements about the ideas under discussion. The Year 2/3 
examples students were discussing the similarities to and differences between the 
concepts of thinking and imagining. In these examples, the students used the analogy tool 
without prompting to support their points of view.  
Jonah’s idea of an ‘upgraded think’ suggested that imagination added something more or 
better to thinking whereas Tuong viewed thinking as needing to ‘get through’ something, 
firstly using the analogy of printing out thoughts to consider them further and then later 
provided the analogy of a ‘gate’ or barrier to imagination. In this example, the teacher used 
questions to probe for articulation of a deeper understanding of his thinking and this 
enabled Tuong to clarify his thoughts for the group. His change of analogy demonstrated 
his ability to think reflectively during the discussion, so he could select the most 
appropriate articulation of his thoughts. 
During the Micro-cycle 3 COI the students had been considering the concept of memory 
and its links to useful thinking. Sharav revisited the metaphor of a ‘rusty memory’ and 
likened the struggle to remember to that trying to hit the target on a game of archery. 
When the students were asked if it was possible to do anything about a rusty memory, Kim 
responded with the suggestion of fixing it with ‘tools’. He was then asked what tools could 
be used. He suggested ‘speaking to other people, trying to figure it out before with your 
prior knowledge and strategies’. Larson built on Kim’s metaphor of tools by adding a 
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different suggestion. Although the analogies were not particularly deep, the extract 
provided an example of students working collectively to build metaphor and analogy. Kim 
used analogy more frequently and generally more skillfully than most of the Year 4/5 
participants and his ability to do this without prompting created a ZPD (Vygotsky, 1978) by 
scaffolded the application of this tool for other members of the class community. As the 
discussion progressed, the class moved onto to the idea of stress and its impact on useful 
thinking. Most students viewed it as a negative response to what is happening around you. 
Kim’s next analogy suggested that stress had the power to move us forward and 
overcome self-doubt. His thinking enabled the students to consider a counter-perspective 
using analogy.  
During the final COI discussion in the Year 2/3 class students were asked to consider the 
question: Where do our thoughts come from? The response from this Year 3 student is an 
example of ways in which students began to use analogy to respond to the question. 
Discussing the first impressions and making judgements, Kim’s analogy of the mountain 
implies that one would need to look beyond first impressions to know and understand 
someone. Interestingly he could share his thoughts through analogy, thus providing a 
visual scaffold for other members of the group. 
In the Small Group Dialogue (Micro-cycle1) Carlton (Year 3) commented on his 
engagement with the new tools, specifically analogy. The example of application he 
provided was how it would enable him to explain an idea to a prep student in a way that 
would assist the student to understand the idea. This example is interesting in that it 
provides evidence of the Year 3 student’s empathy for younger students and his care for 
the sharing of ideas, as well as an example of an aspect of caring thinking within a 
community. The Year4/5 students were asked about their challenges over the Macro-
cycle. Kim (Year 5) reflected on the way in which his use of analogy to clarify comments 
facilitated his understanding of the thinking of others. He comes from a family background 
in which English is an Additional Language/Dialect (EAL/D) and although his English was 
very good at the time of the research, he sometimes required assistance to make 
inferences. The creative ways in which he used analogy provided him with a sound 
strategy for comprehension of oral language and, in turn, deepened his understanding of 
the ideas under discussion. 
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Identifying and testing faulty reasoning 
Evidence of the year 5 students’ use of conditional reasoning was provided by a small 
number of ‘if… then…’ statements, and when prompted, they could identify generalisations 
within the COI. Students from both classes identified generalisations during class 
discussions in English. This evidence was documented in the teacher/researcher field 
notes. Both classes began to use counterexamples as a testing tool, however, there was 
minimal evidence of this during communities of inquiry in the Year 2/3 class. During the 
teaching communities of inquiry in Micro-cycle 2, the Year 4/5 class unpacked 
generalisations, assumptions and specific fallacies in reasoning. This class used a high 
number of counterexamples during communities of inquiry but most were appropriated 
during the discussion on ‘making judgments’, which was linked to the students’ English 
unit on advertising. The discussion prompted the students to think of counterexamples 
through the inquiry questions underpinning the discussion.  
Use of tools: Identifying and testing faulty reasoning, COI Data 2012 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 COI 
Cameron (Year 3): Oh, I was going to disagree with that. I disagree with the idea that 
everyone can think because like drunk people can’t think because there is a little thing in 
beer that takes over the brain. 
Jonah (Year 2): Alcohol 
Teacher/researcher: Something is controlling the brain? Is that what you are saying? 
Cameron: Yeah. 
Teacher/researcher: What have you just given? 
Cameron: A counterexample. 
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 2 COI 
Teacher/researcher: … Have a look at what we have said that we could judge about a 
person just from meeting them for the first time … Have a think about that, and all that 
you’ve learned over the last few weeks. Is there anything up there that you think now: 
‘maybe we can’t do that’? 
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Andrea (Year 5): if you work in a singlet and some shorts, it doesn’t mean you are a 
hobo or something, you could like, be a bit hot or something. 
Further into discussion: 
Kim (Year 5): I think um we like about, well some of us, not most of us [laughter], some 
of our generalisations are good but um you can’t um, from my point, I don’t think, I think 
they’re all false because you can’t actually judge anything of the person um when you 
see them at first.  
Teacher/Researcher: that’s a bit of a turnaround - you didn’t think that at the beginning 
of the session, did you? 
Kim: Because like even gender, you can’t actually tell because they might’ve changed 
their gender because they wanted to know whether to be a girl or a boy, they wanted to 
change. 
Reflection on the Year 4/5 COI Micro-cycle 2 
Jemma (Year 4): We used a lot of counterexamples. 
Teacher/researcher: We did, didn’t we? We used our counterexample testing tool very 
well - and how did that help us to think? 
Jorge (Year 5): Because, like Kim said, you can’t exactly tell anything exactly when you 
meet someone for the first time but at the start we were all thinking ‘well yes you can 
think of some things’. 
 
The excerpt from the Year 2/3 students provided evidence of the student’s appropriation of 
the counterexample tool to support his disagreement with the idea under discussion. 
Although he didn’t signpost the tool he was using when responding, he was able to identify 
the use of it when prompted. The use of counterexamples by the Year 4/5 class were 
aiming to invalidate judgements we may make of people on first impressions. The students 
were invited to respond to the following: “Have a look at what we have said that we could 
judge about a person just from meeting them for the first time … Have a think about that, 
and all that you’ve learned over the last few weeks. Is there anything up there that you 
think now: ‘maybe we can’t do that’?” Kim’s response concluded the discussion on this 
with a well-reasoned argument countering the previous responses, including his own. His 
response highlighted the group’s use of unsound generalisations and his use of the soft 
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generalisation (some) demonstrated his attention to his own use of generalisations. Kim’s 
change in thinking resulted from deep examination of the idea. This example demonstrates 
the way in which Kim’s response provided a ZPD for other students within the community 
who had not yet reached that depth of understanding about generalisations. Evidence of 
this is highlighted in Jorge’s response when reflecting on the discussion. Jorge 
metacognitively reflected on the class’s unsound generalisations through Kim’s effective 
use of counter-argument to contest the collective opinions of the community. 
Conceptual exploration 
The students were introduced to specific tools such as identifying similarities and making 
connections, identifying differences and drawing distinctions and compiling and testing 
with criteria for a concept. These tools enabled them examine concepts and build on their 
conceptual understanding.  
Identifying similarities 
Students were taught to identify similarities and make connections in three key ways: 
Connections to self/personal experience; connections to learning (in and beyond context); 
and connections between concepts. When connecting to self/personal experience and 
learning (prior knowledge) using examples, the main aim was to ensure relevance to the 
discussion (see Appendix F). During the teaching communities of inquiry in Micro-cycle 1, 
emphasis was placed on the relevance of the connections to the discussion. There was a 
high number of connections made during communities of inquiry by both classes; the 
number and quality being slightly higher in the Year 2/3 class. Most of the connections 
made in both classes related to their own personal experiences or prior knowledge. 
Overall the connections provided evidence of consideration of relevance. The instances of 
deep connections that assisted the epistemic progress of the group was higher in the Year 
2/3 COI data. Below are examples of links to prior knowledge and experience evidenced in 
the COI data. 
Use of Tools: Connecting, COI Data 2012 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 2 COI 
Jing (Year 3): (discussing thinking and knowing): I agree it’s what they ‘know’ because 
no-one was alive before the universe got created and scientists are only investigating. 
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That’s only how far they got to, they could maybe go a little bit further and change their 
answer to a different one.  
Clinton (Year 3): Thinking and imagination are like part, part, whole because if you add 
thinking and imagination you will get a whole (long pause). You might get ‘thinkanation’. 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 COI 
Jacob (Year 3): (discussing where thoughts come from): Well this is related to Clinton’s 
idea – you have to listen um listen for good ideas to make a big thought. 
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 2 COI 
Andrew (Year 5): (discussing memory): I’d like to build on Larson’s idea because when 
you’re at a country and you have picked something up, like a couple of shells from Fiji, 
you’ve put them at the back of the cupboard and you’ve forgotten about them 
completely, somehow that can help you bring that thought back. 
Use of Tools: Connecting, SGFD Data 2012 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 1 SGFD 
Jonah: … I like how we, how we make connections, how we get new stuff. It’s really 
interesting to me; I just want to find out. 
Teacher/Investigator: You were starting to say that you liked how the connections were 
made and how you connected to other ideas? 
Jonah: Yeah, that’s what I really like because it really makes you think and like and 
when we have a new one [connection] then it really starts to make you think more than 
the ones that we have already mastered.  
 
The above student comments from the communities of inquiry each demonstrate a 
different way in which the students have connected to the ideas under discussion. The first 
example was extracted from a discussion in which students were challenging the idea that 
knowledge is always absolute truth, using science as an example of how knowledge can 
change. Clinton’s (Year 3) analogy of the ‘part/part/whole’ number strategy and his 
experiment with neologism (taught during vocabulary lessons) demonstrated evidence of 
his ability to connect the learning that has taken place in other learning areas and use this 
relevantly and creatively to support his thinking. Jacob connected to an idea through 
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stating his agreement and building on the idea by presenting his own reasoning for 
agreement. Clinton’s comment is prefaced by his understanding of its relationship to the 
idea under discussion. Andrew connected to a life experience through the provision of a 
relevant example to support his point of view.  During the SGFDs, Jonah metacognitively 
reflected on the link between making connections and gaining new understandings. 
Identifying differences 
During the learning phase of the design, the students were asked to consider difference in 
several ways: how things are different (appearance, functionality, qualities, value), criteria 
that make something distinct from another (distinctions and criteria), concepts that have 
opposite meaning and degrees of difference through conceptual analysis. These ideas 
were explicitly connected during the learning phase with the aim to increase the depth of 
understanding (see Appendix F). Although the students didn’t identify and name the tools 
(distinctions, criteria), evidence in the communities of inquiry showed their ability to 
consider difference beyond surface level (see Appendix I) in and beyond the context in 
which it was taught.  
Progressing the inquiry 
The skill of posing relevant and timely questions can assist students to drive the inquiry to 
a deeper level; however, it is important for students to firstly consider their question’s 
potential to open the inquiry as a poorly constructed question could also derail the 
discussion. Mentally mapping the dialogue and summarising key points allows participants 
to ‘take stock’ of the inquiry at certain junctures and adjust the direction if required. 
Students’ use of questioning during the COI was examined to identify the types of 
questions asked, the frequency of questioning to move an inquiry forward, and the 
relevance of the questions posed. Their capacities to summarise the inquiry at certain 
points was also investigated. 
Questioning 
The COI data provided evidence of the development of questioning with the Year 2/3 class 
but not with the year 4/5 class. The year 2/3 class asked questions to test ideas and to 
further understand concepts. The examples below from the COI data show evidence of 
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students genuinely trying to make sense of an idea when asked to work in small groups to 
discuss the inquiry question: Where do thoughts come from? 
Progressing the Inquiry: Questioning, COI Data 
Extracts from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 COI 
Jing (Year 3): Well it’s not an idea but it’s a question I said in my group. Well if we don’t 
create our own thoughts – like what would actually create our ideas? 
When asked to repeat the question the student reshaped it to clarify it for the whole class 
community. 
Jing: If we did not create our thoughts then what or who is thinking our thoughts? 
Further into the discussion Clinton built on this question: 
Clinton (Year 3): Could I build on a question – like Jing’s? 
Teacher: Sure. 
Clinton: I, you know how we get ideas from other people – then what makes the ideas 
from other people that we got the idea from? 
Progressing the Inquiry: Questioning, SGFD Data 
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-Cycle 1 COI 
Kim (Year 5): We could start questioning other people and like if somebody else is 
making an analogy – with the question – you could just think of that in your mind and 
wonder what it looks like. 
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-Cycle 2 SGFD 
Kim (Year 5): For me, questioning was a bit of a hard, because I had to think more 
deeper into the philosophy thinking, and I tried to question in all of my subjects so I had to 
keep on like thinking, going back to the question and then if there was a hasty 
generalisation I would always have to put my idea into it. 
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-Cycle 3 COI 
Larson (Year 4): I like questioning because it makes a lot of people think differently. 
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During the final COI discussion in the Year 2/3 class students were asked to consider the 
question: Where do our thoughts come from? Jing’s question evidenced a deep 
connection with the ideas presented by the group. Interestingly, when asked to clarify his 
question, he could make it more accessible to the community and this enabled more depth 
of thinking about the originality of ideas. Clinton’s question built on Jing’s, thus, providing 
evidence of genuine consideration of the ideas under discussion. 
The Year 4/5 students showed minimal evidence of questioning during the communities of 
inquiry; however, Kim (Year 5) could reflect on his strategies to develop the skill of 
questioning in all learning areas. He had, on several instances, demonstrated skilful use of 
the analogy tool, suggested a way in which to consider the analogy through questioning. 
This suggests he has metacognitively reflected on how one could use a proficient skill to 
assist the development of one that is more challenging. Larson recognised the power of 
questioning to elicit different ideas within the community. 
Evidence of the use of students’ appropriation of questioning in other learning areas has 
been identified in the teacher comments. Below are examples of the teachers’ 
observations. 
Participating teachers’ reflective comments on the students’ use of tools 
Year 2/3 Teacher: It helped them take over in discussions because the discussions, 
not just in philosophy but in other things - they all just ended up feeling like 
philosophy and one of the kids…. you know they said one time “Are we doing 
philosophy?”  We were actually doing a different subject, but yeah, they recognise 
that you know, the method of doing it I guess, and they were asking each other 
questions “I’ve got a question for so and so”.  
Year 2/3 Teacher: [W]e had some examples of that from the leaders [named 
students], like from the ones that drive it but that was really good because they were 
starting to take control over the discussion there by saying ‘I’ve got a question for 
you’ and it was like a testing question like ‘Oh and when you say that, is it? Are you 
saying this?’ There were ones like ‘Did you mean?’ and ‘Do you mean this?’ 
Teacher/ Researcher: Like clarifying questions…? 
116 
Year 2/3 Teacher: Yeah, clarifying questions like [J] was giving two examples… like 
he didn’t agree with it so he asked a question to test the idea “What about in this 
situation?” … I don’t think if they hadn’t been specifically encouraged to you know to 
ask questions to further be discussed then I don’t think that would have really come 
out so much.  
4/5 Teacher: I think because…the students aren’t taking everything at face value 
with ‘the teacher’s right and the teacher’s correct’ and everything that the teacher 
tells you is going to be the right thing so it’s a good way of students taking on the 
opportunity to really question and perhaps say ‘ok that may be the generalisation but 
I’m sure I can find something that might counteract that’. It allows them to generate 
new ideas and then because of that new idea brought out then other students are 
building on that as well so that gives them that opportunity to really start that 
discussion on a particular concept.  
 
The Year 2/3 teacher highlighted the students’ development of the tool of questioning, 
observing the students’ appropriation of this tool across learning contexts. She also 
commented on the way in which the ‘leaders’ in the group took ownership of discussions 
through their use of focused questions, thus, facilitating deeper collective understanding 
within the class community. This is another example of the ZPD provided by the students 
who had developed competent use of the tool. Although the COI data showed minimal 
evidence of use of this tool, the Year 4/5 teacher commented on students’ growing ability 
to purposefully question what they were hearing to test reasoning and generate new ideas 
about specific concepts during her lessons. 
Summarising 
As discussed in the previous chapter, this tool was introduced close to the completion of 
the 2012 research to assist the students to identify progress within the community of 
inquiry and to encourage them to ask questions that would further the inquiry progress. 
There was minimal evidence of the use of this tool during the final communities of inquiry. 
The Year 4/5 teacher made the following comment about why this might be the case. 
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Participating teachers’ reflective comments on the tool of summarising 
Year 4/5 teacher: The more complex one with the summarising, I think students still 
have a lot of difficulty with that but there’s a place for that because in reading that’s an 
important part of reading…They’ve got to be able to summarise and understand. 
The teacher later built on her previous comment: 
Year 4/5 Teacher: I think that students are starting to pick out the key points and then 
it’s starting to develop how we write that as a summary. That’s where we’re at, at the 
moment. 
 
The Year 4/5 teacher’s comment provided evidence of the relevance of the students 
learning in the teaching of reading, suggesting that the students were beginning to 
appropriate their learning in reading lessons even though they were not yet appropriating 
the skill within the context in which it was originally taught. 
Category 2: Collaborative practices 
The category of collaborative inquiry practices included the sub-categories of ‘developing 
community’ and ‘lifting the bar’. The development of community was evidenced by the 
students’ effective use of the engagement protocols to make epistemic progress during 
communities of inquiry. Evidence of lifting the bar was identified through student 
comments during COI episodes that were considered and purposeful in their attempt to 
progress the inquiry, as detailed in the previous chapter. 
Developing community 
Throughout all COI data, the students were using the language of collaboration such as I 
would like to build on/connect to …, I disagree/agree with the idea of …; Our group 
thought …; We would like to question the idea of …. The teaching communities of inquiry 
in Micro-cycle 1 included significant emphasis on community building within the class in 
relation to the protocols for engagement (see Appendix D), but in addition to this, the 
protocols had been used as a school approach to CPI from the time initial introduction of 
the whole-school program. Overall, teachers in the school had introduced them as 
‘philosophy rules’ and had not unpacked their significance to the epistemic progress of the 
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inquiry. As discussed earlier, the emphasis on epistemic progress was initiated in the 
participating classes, in preparation for this research.  
Through students’ reflective comments in the communities of inquiry and the SGFDs, it 
was evident that many the students greatly valued the development of community. 
Samples of their comments are listed below.  
Building Community, COI Data 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 COI 
Tuong (Year 3): I think we are a thinking class because people make other people think 
which makes, which means nearly everyone thinks. 
Further into the discussion: 
Jonah (Year 2) I think I bring lots of new ideas and ones that are very deep and that link 
to many other ideas. 
Further into discussion: 
Filipe (Year 3): So, it’s like the whole circle is a piece of bread and I bring like topping to 
make maybe new ideas. 
Teacher/Researcher: And are you saying that the topping is adding something special to 
the ideas? 
Filipe: more to cover that type of thinking. 
Further into discussion: 
Tuong (Year 3): I think I bring my confidence and courage for my ideas. 
Teacher/researcher: Courage for your ideas – could you explain that to the group? 
Tuong (Year 3): I think even if I don’t think my ideas are really good, I still say them to 
help other people think. 
Building Community, COI Data 
Extracts from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 SGFD 
Tuong (Year 3): I’m going to say three things that I put… Well um one, I’ve been putting 
my hands down a lot – I haven’t participated on purpose so that I could let other people 
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have a turn and I help people. My second one is I help people, like I summarise to help 
people understand and my favourite one is I make big ideas to help people build. 
Jing (Year 3): Well I have three things to say as well – one of them was that like Tuong 
(Year 3) I’m putting my hand down so that I could let some other people have a go for the 
questions that you ask in class. Second one I’m giving may be good ideas to them so 
they could like, I mean like good analogies and so they can really think about what they 
are, what the question is all about, and third, I’m using a lot of questions, well not a lot but 
a few questions to help the class go forward in the, on the like the train track. 
Extracts from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 3 SGFD 
Myles (Year 4): I also think the community ‘cause it’s like I’m bring up ideas and putting it 
into the subject and then it’s getting bigger by people building on it.” 
Kim (Year 5): The thing that helped me most was evolving because I couldn’t have done, 
thought of anything without other people starting it for me. I can’t just think of a thought 
that just pops out of my head, I need to, I need somebody to maybe clarify it.”  
 
During the COI, the students were asked to reflect on whether they thought their class 
community was a ‘thinking community. Tim’s comment was evidence of his metacognitive 
understanding of the way in which ideas are constructed collectively within the community. 
This comment supports the Vygotskian theory of more capable peers creating a ZPD for 
others within the community. When asked to reflect on what they bring to the community, 
Filipe reconstructed an earlier analogy of the community being like a party in which 
everyone is asked to bring a plate of food. His suggestion that the community is like a 
piece of bread and he brings ‘the topping’ – more ideas to ‘cover’ the already shared 
ideas, thus, enabling additional thoughts or different ideas. This comment provides 
evidence of his understanding of the need for progress within the community by building 
on the existing ideas under discussion. Tuong’s responses highlight his understanding of 
the need to take a risk with thinking to assist the thinking of others. 
The small group focussed dialogues elicited students’ reflections on their ability to use 
specific tools such as summarising, providing analogies and questioning to benefit the 
thinking of others within their class communities. The Year 4/5 samples show evidence of 
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the students’ metacognitive understanding of how ideas grow and ‘evolve’ through 
collaboration. 
The effective appropriation of the protocols for engagement was documented in the 
participant teachers’ comments as sampled below. 
Participating teachers’ reflective comments on the development of community 
Year 2/3 Teacher: They have more ownership of what’s going on in the classroom. I think 
they have and that they are learning together and listening to each other’s ideas and 
know how to disagree and build knowledge together which has the kind of effect on the 
room because it’s more positive and they have a sense of belonging and what I, what 
surprised me at the end of the year is kind of in the mornings. You know in the beginning 
of the year, you know they would come in and do stuff like computers but towards the 
end of the year they quite often would just come and they would just sit down and talk to 
each other. 
Year 4/5 Teacher: I like the way it allows students to take on board their own thinking 
without you, because you are always in a way mothering them into, in their thinking to 
make sure you direct them in the right direction but philosophy takes on a different, a 
totally different way. 
 
The Year 2/3 teacher suggested that the students’ building of intellectual tools cultivated a 
sense of community within the classroom. Interestingly, it is often assumed that 
procedures required for community building needs to precede the introduction of the 
intellectual tools. Her comment implied that the acquisition of intellectual tools facilitated 
the students’ interest in collaboration, even prior to commencement of the school day. The 
Year 4/5 teacher has implied that at this point she views philosophical pedagogy as 
different from her traditional way of working in the classroom; however, her comment also 
suggests she sees value in this method. Consistent with extent of teaching experience 
with CP1, the teacher comments show evidence of a variance in perception of their need 
for teacher control over the students’ thinking and in their own understanding of the 
pedagogy. 
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Raising the bar 
The Year 2/3 COI data showed evidence of instances of students raising the bar in most 
episodes. Students raised the bar by reasoning analogously and making relevant, deep 
conceptual connections that enabled other students to build their understanding of the 
concept.  The students who raised the bar in most instances were those who had been 
informally identified in the Vygotskyian sense as ‘more capable peers’ at that time, as 
explained in further depth in Chapter 2. These students provided a ZPD for the community, 
as a whole (Vygotsky, 1978). The Year 4/5 COI data provided evidence of students raising 
the bar through analogous reasoning, conceptual connections and testing the reasoning 
during the COI.  Again, the comments identified as raising the bar were generally made by 
the more capable peers. Interestingly it was the Year 1 student in the 4/5 class (see 
Chapter 5 explanation) whose comment elicited the most progress in this group. The idea 
of scaffolding by more capable peers was also implied by the participating teachers in the 
following comments. 
Participating teachers’ reflective comments on raising the bar 
Year 2/3 Teacher: I’m just sort of thinking this is doing philosophy properly, so that’s 
actually higher ones - I think they were starting to understand a relevant example in there 
where they didn’t use the word generalisation… and [Jonah] said something about the big 
idea first without remembering the term generalisation but I felt they were starting to 
understand. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: [W]e had some examples of that from the leaders [named students], like 
from the ones that drive it but that was really good because they were starting to take 
control over the discussion…  
Year 4/5 Teacher: It allows them that independence and you know sort of to, to see where 
it goes and not be afraid you know, if it fails, so what? You know if it fails we pick it up and 
we, and we work on it. Yeah, we do and it’s like that shallow feeling of ‘ok we’re only on 
the surface and that’s ok’ but then the next time you go through, you see just a little bit 
more and you go “WOW” and then it only takes one child to just push it a little bit - like 
Lauren, where she brings out something and then the whole [community’s] thinking 
changes again … 
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Both teachers reflected on their observations on the way in which the more capable 
students could provide a scaffold for students who had not yet reached that level of 
thinking, positing that this also enabled the community to reach a greater depth of 
understanding. 
Category 3: Self- and Peer-Assessment 
The main body of the evidence forming this category was from the SGFDs and the 
reflections that took place on completion of each COI. Participating Teacher reflections 
provided supporting evidence with which to build the picture. Two key areas emerged from 
this category: development of metacognitive practices and reconstruction of experiences. 
Self- and peer-assessment requires a combination of both elements. Students need to 
consider their own thinking and that of others and in addition, future actions emerging from 
their metacognitive understandings. 
Development of metacognitive practices 
There was substantial evidence of metacognitive practices found within the corpus of data. 
For students to be coded at the Appropriation level, they needed to demonstrate aspects 
of metacognitive thinking (as detailed in Appendix I). Evidence indicated that through 
specific teaching and learning experiences on commencement of each micro-cycle 
students developed their ability to think about their own thinking and learning and that of 
their community. The SGFDs required the students to think about their own learning and 
that of the class community (see Appendix I). Student comments that were identified as 
the highest level of DRT were coded at appropriation level. The following graphs (see 
figures 6.2 & 6.3) show the overall totals of both SGFDs together and individually on 
completion of Macro-cycle 1.  
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Figure 6-2 Total Levels of DRT Macro-cycle 1 
 
 
Figure 6-3 Individual Class Total Levels of DRT 
The Year 4/5 SGFDs contained a greater number of student responses than the Year 2/3 
SGFDs; therefore, individual totals have been displayed in pie graphs to illustrate the 
percentage of comments in each of the four levels. The Year 2/3 groups evidenced a 
higher level of DRT overall with more comments in Appropriation level and minimal 
comments in the surface level. Conclusions drawn from this will be detailed in Chapter 9, 
Discussion and Conclusions. 
During the SGFDs on completion of each macro-cycle, the students were asked to reflect 
on their learning in relation to what they enjoyed and the challenges they faced. Samples 
of student responses reflecting the development of metacognitive practice are provided 
below.  
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Evidence of students’ metacognition in SGFDs 
Extracts from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 2 SGFD (Best parts of the new learning) 
Tuong (Year 3): Well I think for me, what learning new stuff is sort of like, sort of like, 
discovering a new world, because when, when, you learn, when you learn a new thing, 
you get new ideas and then it’s like going to a planet because you find new things and 
that’s sort of the same as philosophy, you find new ideas. 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 SGFD (Best parts of the new learning) 
Jonah (Year 2): The best part about the new learning was, for me, analogy because you, 
well in analogy you sort of, I think you learn the most from that, and that’s why I like it, 
because you get to really break down the, you really get to break down the two things 
and that helps you, just like breaking down ideas. 
Teacher /Researcher: So, you break down the two ideas you are thinking about?  
Jonah: Yeah and also it really helps your brain, like, it helps, it gives your brain new 
powers, like giving your brain new powers, brain new powers, it’s sort of like giving you a 
sixth sense. 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 1 COI (Challenges) 
Solomon (Year 2): I think we worked well with the ideas but some people, they weren’t 
distracting but I think they could come up with more ideas. 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 2 SGFD (Challenges) 
Clinton (Year 3): Yeah well, I think the hardest part for me would have to be, I thought, 
questions because in philosophy you mostly want to come up with good questions that 
take us deeper, and because philosophy questions, they, well they sort of they have to, 
they are not like the normal questions, they sort of need to have a main question then 
you can get other questions and answers from them, but with normal questions, um 
yeah.  
Teacher/Researcher: Can you explain a bit further the difference between a philosophy 
question and what you call a normal question? 
Clinton: Well, philosophy questions help you like go, philosophy questions are more like, 
to go - in communities that you want to - deeper into the idea. But normal questions are 
like for example: ‘What’s the titanic?’  It’s a ship and if we ask questions like that in 
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philosophy they are the closed questions like they give, a, um, they stay there and they 
don’t go anywhere.  
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 SGFD (Challenges) 
Jonah: What has happened to my class?  Well, I have seen a bit of a change in my 
class’s learning after every philosophy session and I think it’s because it really helps us 
because then when we have that information of what that’s about, and then we can do 
extraordinary things in our work with that power and make our ideas very good and 
become very strong thinkers. 
Tuong (Year 3): Oh, well, people are getting more comforted in saying ideas. They 
release their ideas to the group to help the group understand. 
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 2 SGFD 
Kim (Year 5): I think we’ve at the start of the year we were like, we were all just on 
ground level, um but now we seemed to be doing lots of philosophy with our teacher and 
you and using a lot more tools. I think we’ve nearly reached our destination. 
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 3 SGFD 
Jane (Year 5):  I’ve seen some people making analogies and generalisations when we’re 
in another subject like maths or something. 
Miles (Year 4): I also think the community ‘cause it’s like I’m bring up ideas and putting it 
into the subject and then it’s getting bigger by people building on it. 
Mary (Year 5): I think, that I think that there are two things to improve on: one is that we 
have to use it more in our writing and other subjects, not just philosophy and get all your 
ideas out and not just on one day, you have to get it out all the time. 
 
Both classes, when asked what they enjoyed most about their new learning, referred to 
their understanding and use of the tools. They could identify the tools and processes that 
needed further development as a class community and ways in which they could improve 
their own application of the new learning. The students could articulate their understanding 
of the challenges they had encountered during the macro-cycle and their reflections 
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demonstrated significant comprehension of the ways in which their new learning was 
linked to the collaborative progress of the inquiry. 
So that students’ development of metacognitive practices can be highlighted, extracts from 
SGFDs on completion of Micro-cycle 1 have been included. The four students from each 
class who participated in focused dialogues were asked to reflect on their interests and 
challenges in relation to their new learning in philosophy. The tools they had been 
introduced to at that point were analogy, identifying how things are similar/connected, how 
they are different/distinct, and questioning within the COI. Below are extracts from the 
dialogues. 
Extract from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 1 SGFD 
Teacher/Researcher: What did you find difficult [regarding the new learning]? 
Clinton (Year 3): I found it difficult – questions because you sort of have to have a 
starter boost to get a question because you’ve gotta have two things that are the main 
things in the question and if you don’t have those two things – the main things um, it 
won’t be – there won’t be any beginning of the evolution of a question. 
Teacher/Researcher: Evolution of an idea? 
 Tuong (Year 3): I think I must agree with Clinton because well it’s just that you need 
something to start your question and it’s also kinda hard because the thing that you are 
questioning to is sorta like a boost but you sorta need a big boost to get those, like, 
good questions – the ones that – the ones that make you think. 
Cameron (Year 3): The questions is the hardest one for me at the moment as well so I 
like you teaching us that big boost - how to use questioning and when to use it. 
Jonah Year 2: Well I think that analogies are hard to me because someone has to ask 
a question. I think it’s hard for me because someone has to ask a question for you to 
get the analogy. 
Teacher/Researcher: So, you need that question to help think about the analogy … So, 
thinking about the skills that you are finding difficult – what sort of strategies are you 
going to use to help you get better at those skills? What will you do to overcome the 
difficulties? 
Clinton: Sorta like practising but you’ve gotta also listen to other people’s ideas to get 
different – you have to get the parts in your thinking.  
Teacher/Researcher: Are you saying that in order to make the idea complete in your 
head, you have to practice that skill? 
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Tuong:This is gunna be like an analogy which I think could help me – yeah, so I think 
the way that to get a question, or a good question at least, is like to break something 
down and just try and – yeah, break it down and then find the pieces and see which one 
you think your question, you think you could come up with a question from.  
Teacher/Researcher: So, you are saying you need to break the idea down into pieces 
in order to come up with a question? 
Tuong: Yeah. 
Cameron: I think maybe I could use a bit of analogy and a bit of connections to get 
better questioning – so maybe like I, someone says a big idea and I haven’t got any 
questions I - maybe I can just think about an analogy first then give the analogy and 
then maybe like the – a question could just pop up. 
Teacher/Researcher: So, you’re going to use the other skills and tools to help you 
uncover questions? 
Cameron: well I think I should use it more, I should actually use it – for me to find it 
easy to do – by doing it.  
 
The students’ responses provided evidence of their genuine interest in learning about ‘a 
new way to learn, connecting their new learning to skills they have already ‘mastered’, and 
making connections to the ideas of others. Future application of the skills was also valued. 
The key challenges that the students identified were centred on the tools of questioning 
during the COI and the use of analogy. The students suggested these challenges could be 
overcome by listening to others’ ideas, analysing (‘to get parts in your thinking’), practicing 
to apply the skills, and breaking the questions down to more manageable parts.   
Extract from Year4/5 Micro-cycle 1 SGFD 
Mariano (Year 5): I’m interested in distinctions, analogies and the philosophy about the 
self-being. 
Teacher/Researcher: Could you tell us more about that? 
Mariano: Um because I’m really intrigued in questions like: ‘What are we?’ ‘What is our 
purpose in the world?’ 
Teacher/Researcher: Ah, so you’re interested in ontology …, you’re interested in the 
area of ontology. So, what have been the challenges for you? 
Mary (Year 5): Um I think my challenge is trying to use, like building on people’s ideas 
because like I want to make that idea bigger and better, but I also have an idea of my 
128 
own. So, I think if I add on to that idea I can make it a really good idea so that people can 
start agreeing and disagreeing with it. 
Teacher/Researcher: So, your saying there is a bit of a tension there; you want to share 
a new idea and you want to make their idea bigger and better, but you don’t know which 
to do first? 
Mary (Year 5): Yeah 
Lauren (Year 4): Um I found the challenge for me to be questioning and trying to stay on 
task because when I’m trying to get my idea out and I’m confused about another idea I 
can’t stay on task with that whole, that first idea that I had and I forget it. So, when I’m 
trying to figure out what they mean I just seem to get off task because I’m trying to get 
out my idea. 
Kim (Year 5): My challenge is to put an idea and then listen to everybody else’s and then 
after I listen to them, I might have to disagree with my own. 
Teacher/researcher: Oh, so challenging yourself? 
Mariano: My challenge is to come up with more ideas about ontology and find deeper 
understandings of ontomology and find [teacher/researcher interjects – ontology] 
ontology, and find um, good answers for those questions. 
Teacher/Researcher: You’re saying while we’re having a discussion you’d like to bring in 
those ontological questions so that we think about those ideas in that way? That’s very 
interesting. So, when you find something really difficult, what do you do to overcome it? 
Kim (Year 5): You could, you shouldn’t just, if you’re really thinking, you shouldn’t just 
keep your mind to yourself, you should just let everything out in your brain, like listen to 
the people, tell people things. 
Teacher/Researcher: Oh, so keep things open? 
Kim: Yeah. 
Mariano: What’s the question again? 
Teacher/Researcher: How do you overcome that? 
Mariano: I summons the experience and prior knowledge that we have to question the 
question, to get an easier answer that may, that may look similar to the answer. 
Teacher/Researcher: Okay, so you engage your prior knowledge. That’s a good 
strategy. What do you do, Lauren? 
Lauren: I just try to listen to ideas first, like if we’re in a community of inquiry then I just 
wait for a bit and wait until I hear ideas and then if I understand it, then I give out my 
ideas and if I still don’t understand it I ask what it means. 
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Teacher/Researcher: So, you question further. 
Mary: Like I said before, if I have trouble building on ideas, I think, well maybe if I say I 
build on that idea, somebody may even be able to improve mine to make it a really good 
question for the community of inquiry. So yeah, that’s what I do, I just think about what 
will happen if I do this. 
 
This section of dialogue highlighted the students’ ability to reflect metacognitively on 
completion of Micro-cycle 1. The students who participated in this discussion were 
selected for their ability to speak on behalf of the group and present an interpretation of the 
collective thinking of their class community.The students discussed their interest in the 
intellectual tools and one student identified his interest in ontological concepts and 
questions, further explaining that to overcome challenges he offered more ontological 
ideas for the community to consider. When asked about what they found challenging, 
students commented on building on the ideas of others. One student highlighted a tension 
for her was to decide whether to share her own new idea or build on the ideas under 
discussion. The students all showed a deep understanding of the need to move forward as 
a community through: suggesting they may revise their own ideas after hearing others’ 
responses; emphasising the need to share your thoughts within the community, ‘let 
everything out in your brain’; listening and probing for deeper understanding before 
speaking; questioning the question; and thinking about the consequences for the 
community before sharing their idea. 
Reconstructing the experience 
Reconstruction of experience in the context of this thesis is understood in the Deweyan 
sense that reconstruction of the thinking and learning would evolve when students are 
offered the types of learning experiences that “live fruitfully and creatively in subsequent 
experiences” (Dewey, 1938, p. 28). Evidence of reconstruction was illustrated at this point 
in the investigation principally by the students’ ability to internalise the learning and 
reproduce it within the context of philosophical inquiry or beyond the original context, in 
other learning areas. Additionally, the ways in which the students connected their new 
learning to the broader context of their lives served to strengthen the evidence of 
reconstruction. There was significant evidence of the students’ use of the tools in the 
context of COI. This was identified in the communities of inquiry and the SGFDs. As 
130 
outlined earlier in this chapter, connections and analogy were the tools that were 
evidenced most frequently. The Year 2/3 students were also beginning to reconstruct 
questioning to progress the inquiry. Although the Year 4/5 students used a very high 
number of counterexamples, this was scaffolded by the questions asked during the 
discussions. Therefore, this could not be considered an independent reconstruction of the 
use of the tool. Examples of the reconstruction of tools are provided below. 
Year 2/3 extract from COI demonstrating the development and reconstruction of the 
analogy of sharing ideas in the community of inquiry being like bring a plate of food to a 
party originally used by the teacher/researcher. 
Collective reconstruction of ‘plate’ analogy during reflection of COI 
Extracts from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 3 COI  
Teacher/Researcher: What do you bring on your plate? What do you bring to our 
communities of inquiry? 
Jonah (Year 2): I think I bring lots of new ideas and ones that are very deep and that 
link to many other ideas. 
Clinton (Year 3): I think I bring some bad snacks sometimes and I think sometimes I 
can bring some good veges. 
Teacher/Researcher: … Can you explain that for the group? 
Clinton: The good veges are good ideas and the bad snacks are bad ideas and 
sometimes the bad snacks are things that I wander off with. 
Teacher/Researcher: Oh okay. Do those bad snacks help you to think about bringing 
better veges next time, or sometimes? 
Clinton: The good veges help me and the bad snacks don’t. The bad snacks could be 
ideas that are repetitive or go back. 
Jonah: Thank you Ms FC. It has had a real impact on my life – it’s been really good. I 
enjoyed you teaching me the skill analogy because then you’re sort of multi-tasking – 
and it’s been a real pleasure. 
Teacher/Researcher: Thank you, Jonah. How has it impacted on your life? 
Jonah: Well it, it lets me think, like I’ve said before, it makes you think deep, coming up 
with deep – better, yeah better decisions in life and if you have better decisions your 
life’s better, you have more pleasures. 
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Reconstructing the experience SGFD 2012 
Extracts from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 1 SGFD - future reconstruction 
Tuong (Year 3): I liked it because, well I liked learning about the new skills because 
you can learn about a new way to learn and like, to think more deeply. 
Clinton (Year 3) I think, I like learning those skills because I’ll need them in the future 
like when we do meetings and things and it will be really fun to discuss things with our 
skills. 
Teacher/Researcher: You are saying they will be useful to you in the future…? 
Cameron (Year 3): Well I like it because it’s helping me think and …it’s making me 
think but I’ve already been thinking in, so it’s helping me do stuff and understand things 
that have been new to me. 
Extract from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 2 SGFD – the community 
Mariano (Year 5): and the other one is that, we, we have to build on other people’s 
ideas, so if, if, if we only have one person and if, if we only have one person building 
bridge it won’t be much faster but if we had 30 people, the blocks would go a lot faster.  
Extracts from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 3 SGFD – the community 
Julie (Year 4) I’ve seen that our class has pretty much improved because when we first 
started this philosophy program thing they were like, they didn’t really know what they 
were doing but now they, they are understanding a bit more…like in a maths test they 
would be more ‘understandful’ and … I’ve picked out an analogy of Mrs T trying to help 
[S] do something and I wrote it in one of my books that I picked that out, and I don’t 
think it’s just me because I’ve heard stories of other people doing it too. 
Wendy (Year 5):  I’ve seen some people making analogies and generalisations when 
we’re in another subject like maths or something. 
Extracts from Year 2/3 Micro-cycle 2 SGFD - reconstruction of analogy 
Cameron (Year 3): … I just learnt what analogy is and I’ve been using those a lot. 
Teacher/Researcher: So, how do you mean you’ve been using it a lot?  
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Cameron: I’ve been using it everywhere I go. 
Extracts from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 1 SGFD individual reconstruction: 
Lyn: The thing I have enjoyed the most about philosophy is like, getting to be able to 
think because when I was younger I didn’t think about anything that I did and ever 
since I started philosophy I just been able to think really deeply about all my whole life 
experience. 
Extracts from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 2 SGFD individual reconstruction:  
Kim (Year 5): I think I’ve improved a lot because I can, I could go deeper into my 
thoughts and I could use analogies better, so I could use it in my writing in all subjects 
and I could even teach my parents how to do that. 
Extracts from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 3 SGFD individual reconstruction:  
Julie (Year 4): I think all the skills that I’ve learned like my strong skills will be with me 
for like because I’ve really built on them and I‘ve achieved them and I think I don’t want 
to let go of them so maybe I train myself a little bit more through the future and work 
hard to remember them. 
Extracts from Year 4/5 Micro-cycle 3 COI individual reconstruction:  
Kim: I think we’ve improved a lot because of you teaching us more effective ways to 
keep on going with our philosophy and you taught us to not stop – like – you taught us 
things that we could use all throughout our lives. 
 
Year 2/3 extract from COI demonstrating the development and reconstruction of the 
analogy of sharing ideas in the COI being like bring a plate of food to a party originally 
used by the teacher/researcher. The students have demonstrated a reconstruction of the 
original analogy through their understandings of what they, as members of a community, 
bring to the communities of inquiry. On completion of Macro-cycle 3, COI the students 
were invited by their class teacher to comment on their learning. Jonah’s comment 
indicated evidence of his passion for CPI and also his understanding of how this has 
impacted on his thinking habits. 
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The Small Group Focussed Dialogues provided evidence of the students’ metacognitive 
understanding of their reconstruction of the skills and recognition of the value and future 
application of their new learning. Cameron commented that he used analogy everywhere 
he went, thus, providing evidence of his reconstruction of the tool as a thinking habit. 
Samples of Year 4/5 students demonstrated individual and collective recognition of the 
reconstruction of learning beyond the original context, not only in other learning areas but 
also in social situations. 
The Participating teachers’ reflective comments provide evidence to support the students’ 
reconstruction of the skills in other learning areas. Examples from the participating 
teachers’ reflective comments have been provided below. 
Participating teachers’ reflective comments on reconstruction of experience 
Year 2/3 Teacher:  They start building on each other’s ideas and disagreeing and giving 
counterexamples so it sounds like philosophy… They use the processes and the skills in 
any in discussion in any KLA.  
Year 4/5 Teacher: I think it gave students the opportunity to use those tools and 
everything we were learning through the philosophy means, umm to be able to integrate 
it into all the other different curriculum areas, and we did that. 
Year 4/5 Teacher: …it became more evident as students were picking up analogy and 
they were picking up when we were making the big generalisations and then looking at 
those that were faulty. We couldn’t have that reason because there were problems with 
that. They were looking at bias so when we’re looking at chance and data having that 
bias in there was where philosophy became part of maths in general, but just (pause) 
students picking up the idea of analogy being used all the time. And probably more in the 
creative side as well, so I think that a majority of children tended to use it as a creative 
side to build up their own writing, particularly some of the girls even with the NAPLAN 
testing and when we did the QCAT they were writing analogies and making it visual so it 
was more creative in their writing… and just in conversations like children coming up and 
saying “I’ve just discovered - here is an analogy and I’ve just made a distinction here and 
Georgia’s just filled out a test and said ‘Ooh, I’ve just made a hasty generalisation,’ but 
indicating it to me and making it quite obvious and making it obvious to everyone else as 
well. 
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The responses of both participating teachers provide further evidence of the students’ 
appropriation of the tools in other learning areas and their own commitment to continuing 
the development of these practices within their classrooms. A range of ways in which the 
students reconstructed their learning experiences was highlighted. Through this, the 
students not only provided a ZPD for their peers but also created one in which the 
teachers could build their knowledge of CPI further their understanding of how to create 
conditions in which students learn to think and become responsible for their own learning. 
Conclusion 
The data provided evidence of students’ use of the tools, development of collaborative 
practices and synthesis of learning. Their metacognitive understanding and levels of ways 
in which to think and reflect deeply increased, resulting from the teaching and learning 
implemented over Macro-cycle 1 as evidenced throughout the corpus of data. 
The level of use varied depending on the tools. Students in both classes demonstrated 
growing competence with the use of analogy although it was only a small number of 
students who regularly appropriated analogy skillfully during communities of inquiry. Many 
students could identify similarities and make relevant connections to prior learning, life 
experiences, conceptual frames and ideas. They were beginning to test reasoning with 
counterexamples when prompted to do so but were not habitually doing this as whole-
class communities. The Year 2/3 students asked open questions to deepen the inquiry but 
there was limited observation of this during CPI in the Year 4/5 class. However, students in 
both classes reflected on the need for further questioning during communities of inquiry. 
There was minimal evidence of the students using the tool of summarising at this point. 
Perhaps this may have been because it was introduced near the end of the micro-cycle. 
Comprehension of the metalanguage was developing as students could name the tools 
when prompted, but the metalanguage had not, at this point, become a shared language 
within the classrooms during CPI. The participating teachers noted examples of students 
using the metalanguage during discussions in other learning areas.  
Both class communities had developed effective collaborative inquiry processes regarding 
the protocols of engagement. The students had developed a sound understanding of the 
links between the protocol of building on ideas and that of making connections that were 
relevant to the progress of the inquiry. They showed evidence of a high understanding of 
the need for forms of disagreement, and both classes managed this reasonably and 
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respectfully. Many students did not actively test the ideas they were hearing without being 
prompted; however, both classes were able to reflect on the need to test faulty reasoning. 
A small number of students (see Chapter 2) were regularly raising the bar to advance the 
inquiry and through their scaffolding and modeling, the level of DFT was increasing over 
the macro-cycle. This group of students provided a ZPD for students who had not yet 
gained understanding and skills at this level. The more capable peers facilitated an on-
going learning process, commencing with other students’ imitation of the deeper thinking 
occurring with the community. This was evidenced by a significant number of students 
reworking previous responses or ideas to assist them to sort out their own thinking. Over 
time, the number of students demonstrating the process increased, thus, resulting in 
greater understanding of the learning for individual students and additionally, as a 
collective unit (Vygotsky, 1978). 
As the macro-cycle progressed fewer prompts by the participating teachers or the teacher 
researcher about the COI procedures or expected learning behaviours were noted. 
Through sustained engagement with CPI and opportunities to participate in metacognitive 
practices, it was evident through observations of the research team and the students’ 
responses that they developed a sense of care for their class community and for their own 
contribution to the community’s thinking progress. The students began to value the 
collaborative search for clear, well-reasoned ideas and suggestions (Lipman, 1991, 1995; 
Sharp, 2004). Both class communities showed evidence of a shift from an obvious 
reticence to share ideas that may be challenged by the community to a collective 
appreciation of disagreement and opportunities to test their ideas. This could be viewed as 
being akin to Peirce’s (1877) proposition that philosophers should work collaboratively in 
ways that imitate that of scientific communities. 
The students overall had developed a high level of synthesis of learning. This was evident 
predominantly through the SGFDs. Interestingly, the Year 2/3 class developed this at a 
higher level than the Year 4/5 students overall. The conclusions drawn from this 
observation will be unpacked in Chapter 9. The students selected to participate in the 
SGFDs showed evidence of a high level of metacognitive practices and could identify 
ways in which they could reconstruct the learning experiences. A reasonable number of 
students in both classes could reconstruct the learning during communities of inquiry and 
beyond this in other learning areas as identified by the participating teachers. The 
reconstruction of the experience in turn resulted in reconstruction of thinking habits 
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(Dewey, 1916). Students demonstrated high levels of metacognitive awareness when 
asked to reflect on specific elements of the learning but at this point there were only a 
small number of students for whom the on-going practice of self- and peer-assessment 
was habitual. It was these students who were providing ZPDs for their class community. 
Several students evidenced the capacity to reflect on the group’s development as a 
thinking community and on ways in which they as individuals contributed to the group’s 
progress, although more work was needed in this area of thinking. 
Although progressive development overall was evident in both classes, the time-frame was 
too short to enable development of the skills required to self-monitor and evaluate the 
learning experiences. These skills would further assist them to make sustained epistemic 
progress as individuals and within their learning communities. The conclusions drawn from 
the results of Macro-cycle 1 became the catalyst for the decision to further investigate the 
phenomenon of DRT over a longer timeframe. The ways in which the development of DRT 
occurred in this macro-cycle influenced the design and structure of Macro-cycles 2 and 3 
(see Chapter 9). 
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CHAPTER 7  
RESULTS: PHILOSOPHISING THROUGH DRT 
Introduction 
This chapter outlines the results of Macro-cycle 2. The overarching question for this 
macro-cycle was: In what ways can DRT facilitate students' capacities to philosophise? It 
is important to note that the design of Macro-cycle 2 was modified in several ways, as 
discussed in Chapter 5. The investigation took place in mixed-year level focus groups of 
students and the classes were facilitated by me as teacher/researcher with no participation 
from the class teachers. Most students had participated in the 2012 research, with the 
exception of small number of students who were new to the research but had self-
nominated due to their passion for philosophical thinking. The common thread among all 
selected students in this macro-cycle was their interest in philosophy. As the conceptual 
focus was not bound by curriculum demands in these groups, purposeful participant 
selection enabled investigation of the students’ capacity to philosophise when genuinely 
engaged with the content. All students participated in the SGFDs rather than only a small 
number of selected students as in the previous macro-cycle, and the focus shifted from 
development of tools and processes to genuine philosophising. 
The key focus of Macro-cycle 2 was on the substantive aspect of CPI. In Australia, 
philosophy with children has predominantly focused on critical thinking and pedagogy. 
Philosophical problems, concepts, issues, and theories have been typically explored 
through children’s literature, such as stories or picture books containing underpinning 
philosophical themes, and purpose-written philosophical stories-as-text. This approach 
does not always enable students to deeply connect with the concepts and ideas that 
historically form the roots of western and other philosophical thinking. The term 
philosophising in the context of this thesis refers to students’ capacity to: appropriate 
philosophical inquiry tools and processes to make epistemic progress (see Chapter 5); 
analyse abstract philosophical ideas; construct and test hypotheses; and continually reflect 
on thinking. In this macro-cycle, students were introduced to philosophy in ways that 
differed from previously used processes so that they understood the relevance of DRT 
within the process of philosophising. As discussed in Chapter 5, students had been 
encouraged to view ideas through the multiple philosophical lenses of ontology, 
epistemology and axiology. Key philosophical theories in relation to the acquisition of 
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knowledge, including the theoretical notions underpinning the study, became the initial 
stimuli for discussion. Further stimuli were provided by the students themselves, from their 
own experiences. This was similar to Lipman’s fictional characters in his purpose-written 
stories-as-text but differing from his model in that the students themselves became the 
actual characters. During the teaching communities of inquiry (see Chapter 5) in this 
macro-cycle, students commenced a journey through the history of philosophy and the 
inquiry evolved continuously throughout Macro-cycle 2 communities of inquiry, following 
the students’ thoughts and interests. The philosophical ideas were presented to the 
students through use of age-appropriate language and explanations, engaging thought 
experiments, philosophical conundrums and relatable life scenarios. The students who 
were able to deal with these ideas initially opened multiple zones of proximal development 
for the students who were not immediately able to process the complexities of the ideas, 
thus, scaffolding access to discussions (Brown, 1992). Interestingly it was not always the 
older children who were first able to deal with abstraction in depth.  
The students’ appropriation of DRT to examine philosophical ideas was the key focus of 
Macro-cycle 2. Induction into philosophising using instances and thought experiments 
addressed historically by the early philosophers challenged the students to deal with 
abstract ideas. They were encouraged to use their capacities in DRT to assist them to do 
this effectively. This chapter will evidence ways in which students use DRT to cope with 
such abstraction in the context of CPI. The data had been organised within the three 
following aspects of abstraction: use of philosophical tools and processes; construction of 
personal positions on philosophical theory; and self- and peer-regulation. 
Analysis of 2013 Evidence 
The following sections provide evidence of the ways in which students dealt with 
philosophical abstraction through synthesis of intellectual tools and processes; 
construction of philosophical theories; and the on-going practice of self- and peer-
assessment (the interactive process of metacognitive practice and reconstruction of 
experience).  
Abstraction through use of intellectual tools and processes 
The overarching philosophical question that the students addressed in Macro-cycle 2 was: 
How do we acquire knowledge and understanding? As students were introduced to 
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philosophical ideas they were asked to continually reflect on the question: How am I 
connected to this? The following extracts from the data collected during the 2013 
communities of inquiry evidence the students’ capacity to appropriate the previously 
developed philosophical tools and processes to assist them to deal with abstract ideas. 
COI 1 (data collection) commenced with the stimulus of a students’ comment from the 
previous teaching COI in which the community had been discussing the concept of 
wisdom and its links to knowledge: Fear makes curiosity grow larger (Tuong, Year 4). At 
the time of the second data collection COI, on completion of the 2013 micro-cycle, the 
community had moved to the concept of identity and its links to how we acquire 
knowledge.  
Abstraction through use of intellectual tools and processes - 2013 COI data  
Extract from COI 1 
Julz (Year 7):  As I was listening to everyone it made me think a bit more – and think 
about having wisdom. I don’t think you can be afraid if you have no wisdom because 
what leads to being afraid is you think about something and that leads to fear – like you 
are scared of something that you think of – and I think – I – wisdom is the key that can 
open any door – like if you have wisdom you can open the door to fear – you can open 
the door to like, questioning the things you think in your mind and you become a lot 
more wise. 
Teacher/Researcher: What do you think about that idea? Julz doesn’t think you would 
be fearful if you didn’t have wisdom. It’s not possible to be fearful without wisdom. 
Tuong (Year 4): Julz said that wisdom opens many doors. Does it start fear or stop fear? 
Teacher/Researcher: What do you think? 
Lauren (Year 5): I think it can sort of do both – if you think about something – about a 
bad thing you get scared of it and there might be a possibility of a good thing about it 
and you think about that and you’re not afraid of it. 
Sharav (Year 4): … If you go too much discovering the fear you will have too much 
depression then. 
Jonah (Year 3): Like Josh’s idea – I am putting it into my own words… With wisdom 
comes fear and also with fear comes wisdom. If you fear something and then once you 
overcome that fear you get a bit more knowledge – you can have more knowledge. 
Teacher/researcher: The more you overcome fear, the more knowledge you get? 
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Jonah (Year 3): Yes 
Further into the discussion: 
Mariano (Year 6): I want to extend on Jules’ idea. I think wisdom is like the key to 
unlock, like, fear. You have fear of the unknown – fear of that which you do not 
understand and knowledge takes away the cloak of misunderstanding. 
Teacher/researcher: Could you repeat that again? 
Knowledge destroys the cloak of misunderstanding.  For example, the American fox – 
they were so afraid of it because it always attacked the cattle but once you know about 
them they were pretty passive to humans so they weren’t afraid of them anymore but 
now they are almost extinct because people were afraid of them. 
Further into the discussion: 
Mary (Year 6): When Josh said you might not be thinking about what not to fear – this 
links to Shiv’s idea about depression. You are already thinking about things to fear - if 
there is a monster under the bed - and you keep on as an adult and like, question 
yourself about is there actually worse and you have basically wasted your life thinking 
about what to fear and not what not to fear. 
Extract from COI 2 (thinking warm-up – making connections) 
Miles (Year 5): Ours was learning, and we thought that learning is like your knowledge 
and if you add to another part of your knowledge it makes a bigger idea of knowledge so 
you can build on that idea to keep making it bigger and bigger to make one big one 
which can make a question. And the question can make new ideas and you can just 
keep going. 
Further into the discussion: 
Extract from COI 2 
Barbara (Year 6): I think if you made a really bad decision, it doesn’t, it affects who you 
are a little bit but the way you fix it, it changes you as well. So, but if you keep it there 
and then um (long pause). 
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Teacher/researcher: The way you fix it helps you become who you are?  That’s an 
interesting idea. 
Barbara (Year 6): So like, um you make a really bad decision and that defines a little bit 
of how your choices - how you react and then um, but it’s not for the rest of your life, its 
only for a short time and if you fix that problem and move on to another bit, you kind of 
forget about it and it doesn’t really have an effect on your life anymore. 
Teacher/researcher: Thinking about this idea, I want you to build onto this idea – add to 
that or disagree. 
Jonah (Year 3): Well I disagree because um, I have a counterexample, two actually – 
that idea that you, because not every decision, bad decision that you make, you can 
overcome –like, smoking, you take up smoking - the problem is cancer and that’s 
something that you can’t fix. There are some choices that you make that even if you, 
even if you stop, that stops it from getting worse but still it’s like it has scared you for the 
rest of your life. But, but it depends if you make the choice to make a choice to make 
that scar bigger or just keep it at the same size. And um, the idea that a choice can 
affect your past as well, I think Oliver mentioned, I disagree with that idea because you 
can’t change your past and I disagree, you can always change your future, but I don’t 
think it can in anyway change your action … 
Teacher/researcher: You have introduced some - you have thrown some ideas out 
there. 
Tate (Year 4): um, I think that they can actually scar you forever. You go to jail, it takes 
up maybe a quarter of your life, you always feel guilty for what you’ve done, people see  
you, they recognise you from a newspaper article or something and people will be going 
like, oh you robbed a bank or you, you wouldn’t be able to communicate with someone, 
with anyone, so your life would be sort of wrecked because everyone is thinking he 
robbed a bank or he’s a dangerous man; he could still be on the run or something. … 
And it would have also taken up a bit of your life so you’re thinking well what if I didn’t do 
this, then maybe, maybe if I didn’t have a lot of money I could have found another way, I 
could have loaned from somebody or something. 
Further into the discussion: 
Toby (Year 3): I partly agree with that idea because if it is a very severe thing that you 
have done, like you have killed someone, then you can’t really fix that and you just go to 
jail or you worse you face the death penalty; but if you do something that is not as bad 
142 
like maybe if you sort of don’t have any money and it’s like snowing and you have, your 
only wearing a rag and you steal someone’s coat that can be owned up for,  you can fix 
that and you will have a better future. 
 
During of the mixed-group sessions, the students had been introduced to Plato’s Cave and 
discussions had ensued over the weeks that followed. Discussions followed the students’ 
collective analyses of the themes within the stimulus. The initial ideas elicited were 
connected to the limits of knowledge and fear of the unknown. During the first COI in which 
data was collected, students examined their conceptual understandings of knowledge, its 
relationship to wisdom and connected this to the concept of fear. This inquiry path 
emerged in response to a comment from Tuong in an earlier COI: ‘Fear makes curiosity 
grow larger’.  
During the COI 1, Jules and Mariano used analogous reasoning to assist them to unpack 
Tuong’s idea and its connections to wisdom. Jules purposefully linked the concept of fear 
to wisdom and additionally highlighted his value of questioning one’s own thinking. 
Mariano extended Jules’ metaphor of wisdom as the key to understanding, reshaping the 
idea to deepen the understandings through purposeful connection of the value of 
knowledge construction, using a relevant example to support his claim. This extract of 
dialogue demonstrated the students’ capacity to synthesise ideas and deepen the 
community’s understanding. This was evidenced through the ways in which they 
connected the concepts of fear, knowledge, understanding and wisdom through 
considered appropriation of intellectual thinking tools such as metaphor, analogy, 
connections and examples. The students’ use of analogy and metaphor, supported by 
purposeful connections and concrete examples, facilitated abstraction for other members 
of the community, thus, enabling deeper collective processing of the ideas under 
discussion. 
Prior to the COI 2 data collection the students had been discussing identity and had come 
up with criteria for identity after considering the question: How do I know who I am? On 
commencement of this COI, students were asked to revisit their collaborative criteria list 
and in small groups were given a specific criterion to consider in relation to the question. 
Miles presented his groups’ thoughts on learning and its connection to knowledge, 
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evidencing their collective understanding of how knowledge is built and how further 
questions can arise through the process. 
The extract dealing with the links between identity and choice demonstrate abstraction 
through purposeful syntheses of prior learning, genuine engagement in philosophising and 
sustained metacognitive practice. This was observed through the responses from several 
students. Barbara’s suggestion that we can overcome the poor choices we make in life 
and move on from it was tested by Jonah using counterexamples. Jonah firstly signalled 
his use of counterexamples, showing his metacognitive understanding of the use of the 
tool to progress the inquiry. Tate and Toby both built on the ideas presented with 
additional examples, thus, enabling the community to reach a further understanding of the 
links between the abstract concepts of choices and identity. 
Abstraction through theoretical construction 
The following extracts provide examples of students’ capacity to deal with abstract theory.  
During COI 1 the students had shifted from the idea of fear to what we can know. During 
COI 2 the students were examining the connections between our self-concept and our 
thoughts. 
Abstraction though theoretical construction 2013 
Extracts from COI 1 
Sharav (Year 5): I am thinking of like, um a box - two boxes joined together and if you 
know already that there’s an edge you can’t fit every time – so that’s what happens to 
your thinking … (COI 1). 
Jonah (Year 3): And when Sharav – I am linking to Sharav [‘s comment] – say you, like 
you know that there are like two circles, one bigger than the other, and the first circle is 
the circle you know the stuff that you don’t know and the other circle is the stuff that you 
don’t know what you don’t know (COI 1). 
Tuong (Year 4): Even if you could know everything about everything, um it’s like you, 
like, think of it in one sort of way – like you don’t go to every alternative possibility (COI 
1). 
Extract from COI 2 
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Lauren: It reflects on how you act because once you come out of that, once you’ve 
decided to think, it starts to change your reactions  
Owen (Year 3): Ah well, we thought that our thoughts, um they affect how we act 
towards others so if we think of someone in a bad way then we will act badly towards 
them, and if we think of them in a good way then we will act nice towards them. And we 
also thought that thoughts, when you think um you go into this world that it’s like it slows 
down time and when it’s like a couple of seconds, your actually thinking it feels like 
you’ve been thinking for a few minutes and its, it just slows down time in your mind so 
that you can get to think about stuff more clearly. 
Teacher/Researcher: How does that link to your self-concept - what you believe about 
yourself?  
Jamal (Year 4):  It reflects on how you act because once you come out of that, once 
you’ve decided to think, it starts to change your reactions.  
Owen: Um, I said you feel with your thoughts and you yeah, you feel with your thoughts. 
Teacher/Researcher: You feel with your thoughts; can you explain that? 
Owen: Well what I’m meaning by feel with your thoughts, your thoughts are like, um like, 
you’re like in the world and then your finding things that aren’t in reality and you just -  
they are things that you’ve heard like, let’s say you got asked a question is like um what 
is 3 times 2 and you’re just like thinking and you’ll have the numbers there and you’re in 
the world, you feel them, you see what is inside them and you find the answer inside 
your thoughts and mind. 
Further into discussion: 
Sharav (Year 5): I think thoughts and learning connect because you have to think about 
the way that you figure something out or the way that you learn, so it kind of, it’s like it’s 
the same thing but it’s not, you learn how to think and you think how to learn. 
Teacher/researcher: You learn how to think and you think how to learn? 
Clinton (Year 4): WHOA COOL! 
Teacher/researcher: You like that, Clinton? 
Clinton:  Um, I think thoughts and learning go together because you have to think, I’m 
kind of putting choices in there as well because you have to think how you act and your 
actions take place when you’re learning. So, and you need to think to learn, to help you 
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build up your knowledge, to help you with learning so you need to think and you learn 
how to think and then you’re thinking builds up so it helps you learn. 
 
In the above extracts, Sharav’s and Jonah’s comments demonstrate their capacity to 
appropriate metaphor to unpack abstract ideas and explain their thinking to the group. 
Sharav uses the metaphor of fitting boxes together to suggest that there may be always 
‘pieces missing’ when we think about ideas. Jonah linked to this idea through his metaphor 
of concentric circles claiming that there are always things of which we are aware that we 
don’t know, and beyond this, there are some things that we no knowledge about and are 
unaware of this lack of knowledge. Tuong also suggested that even if it was possible to 
know everything, one could not have explored the knowledge from every possible 
perspective. The range of ideas contained in these responses shows evidence of students’ 
internalisation of abstract theories through DRT. Sharav’s response connecting learning 
how to think with the metacognitive practice of thinking how to learn shows his capacity to 
deal with abstraction. Clinton showed obvious engagement with Sharav’s idea (‘WHOA 
COOL!’) and extended it through his connection to students’ earlier comments on choice 
and actions. This extract not only demonstrates the students’ ability to deal with 
abstraction but also highlights their purposeful use of DRT to make epistemic progress.  
Abstraction through self and peer assessment 
The following extracts provide examples of the students’ capacity to think about the ways 
in which learning to philosophise has assisted them within and beyond the context of CPI.  
Abstraction through self and peer assessment 2013 
Extracted from 2013 SGFDs 
Barbara (Year 6): What I learnt is that um I used always think that if there was a good 
idea it would just stay at that idea and that it would, like it would just stay there if you 
talk about it, but what I learnt is that some people can disagree with the idea and 
make it better and people can agree and even make it better. So it can kind of go 
either way- It can’t, it’ll, sometimes it will just stay as the - maybe get bigger but have 
the same root idea. Sometimes if you disagree or just change the whole subject it will 
just change into a different world of conversation…  (Year 6, SGFD 4) 
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Tuong (Year 4): … I like it because it challenged my mind and lets my mind have 
freedom over everything else and instead of the one being led, I also experienced 
leading myself (Year 4, SGFD 2). 
Miles (Year 5): I think I learnt when people were disagreeing with each other, it kind 
of got a bit deeper even though it was making it change a bit but yeah it was kind of 
opening up new doors to other situations.  
Toby (Year 3): Well it kind of -you could - it gives you something to sort of stretch 
your brain a bit because ... Before this I didn’t really take philosophy that seriously … 
you know I didn’t think of it much now I think it’s serious. … Well I mean not exactly 
serious … I’m not saying serious as in tragic or anything but like really um important- 
something that you need to really wrestle with in your mind and stuff (Year 3 SGFD 
1). 
Owen (Year 3): Yes, I learnt that how special or important it is to listen and focus on 
the idea at hand and try not to go back. It’s like a drill I think of it like the drill is going 
down and then it stops because it’s on the tough piece of rock but then … but then 
something pulls it back up which is what the ideas do…. If you go back (Year 3, 
SGFD1). 
Lyn (Year 5): Mine was actually listening to other people’s ideas because when I was 
in like just the class discussions I would actually not listen very much. I would just get 
my own ideas out there and now when I do this I know that there are a lot more – 
better ideas – um better ideas that could overrule mine, so I listen to everyone’s 
ideas. I remember once in a philosophy discussion I didn’t say any ideas, I just 
listened (Year 5, SGFD 3). 
Jane (Year 5):  Um, in the beginning I told you that questioning wasn’t my strong 
point. 
Teacher/researcher: Yes, you did. 
Jane: And I ‘ve just told you now that I’m now stronger in questioning and I’m 
practicing it. ... and I just wanted to say that in the beginning um, some people were 
questioning and their questions were really – really good and like they really made 
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you think but I had so many ideas in my head because there were so many paths that 
I could go down to telling my ideas that I didn’t get to say one idea because everyone 
was passing to everyone and I just think it’s good but it’s bad because I don’t say my 
idea but I’m hearing all these fantastic other ideas (Year 5, SGFD 3). 
Miles: … when I came to this I had to like take it in because I was used to doing it in 
my classroom like just talking and in this one you’ve got to like really just think about 
the advanced questions (Year 5, SGFD 4). 
Marcus (Year 5): When I’m in the classroom not many people talk … but when I’m in 
here there’s heaps of people talking and I get umm I can get an idea from this answer 
and then someone else says something and then I can get that … another simple 
idea and put it together…  
Toby: Well I kind of felt like my brain was getting tangled up with some of the harder 
ideas like I felt like it got tangled and turned apart and yeah so I couldn’t really think 
because sometimes I came up with one idea then I was like ‘oh that idea’s not very 
good and the next one’ and then it started getting all mixed up in my head. And then 
… 
Teacher/researcher: Sometimes you worried about your idea not being good enough 
- is that what you were saying?  
Toby: Well no sometimes it’s just some ideas just – I have to think about it if they’re 
good. And then I get a new idea and then I – get – I think that one idea, like one idea 
might be better and I just get confused. 
Owen: I thought it was that there was so many big ideas… I’m going back to the drill, 
… how hard it was to drill into my mind so I can see the see ideas that I can think of 
and also listen to all of others and how they worked and how they were combining 
into a really good plan for me (Year 3 SGFC 1). 
 
 
Toby’s comments focused on the challenge of thinking about complex ideas and how this 
required him to attend to the discussion and think harder. He used metaphor (‘stretching 
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the brain’ and ‘wrestling with your mind’) to highlight his responses for the group. Tuong 
also focused on challenging his mind and further adding that this experience enabled his 
mind ‘to have freedom over everything else’. Interestingly, Tuong linked this concept of 
freedom to taking the lead, rather than being led. His response reflects Dewey’s (1938) 
definition of ‘intellectual freedom’ as freedom of ‘observation and judgement’ for intrinsic 
value (p. 61.) 
On commencement of the mixed-group sessions, Owen continually shared his earlier 
thoughts at a time when the discussion had moved beyond these ideas, thus, drawing the 
discussion back to an earlier point that may be no longer relevant to the inquiry. The 
importance of making epistemic progress was discussed as a community and Owen 
became aware of the need to modify this to allow the inquiry to move forward. He 
articulated the issue through the purposeful use of analogy. He likened his problematic 
thinking habit to that of pulling a drill back up to the surface. This analogy enabled him to 
understand that if the discussion is pulled back to the surface, the progress would be 
obstructed.  
The students’ responses evidence a high level of metacognitive understanding of ways in 
which thinking habits have been modified in response to challenge. Barbara commented 
on the way in which the discussion can move beyond the original idea as if disagreement 
is explored within the community, sometimes even changing into ‘a different world of 
conversation’. Lynne commented on the need to listen to the ideas of others. Her response 
evidenced a considered shift in her thinking habits from ‘just getting my own ideas out 
there’ to valuing the thinking of others. Owen later extended his previous analogy of the 
drill to highlight the challenge of understanding his own thinking and his recognition that he 
could build his understanding through purposeful connections to the ideas of others. 
Several students observed the differences between participation in a mixed year level 
group and their own class community, commenting on the higher level of thinking, 
questioning and active participation occurring in this community which caused some 
frustration with their engagement in their own class communities of inquiry. This 
comparison enabled the students to understand what is needed for the community to 
make epistemic progress. Questioning and making meaning of the questions being asked 
challenged many of the participating students, as evidenced in the 2012 data analysis. 
Students’ responses indicated their developing understanding of the paths that questions 
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can take within the inquiry and the need to understand the essence of the question. Toby 
articulated his use of internal questioning to check the quality of his responses and further, 
used metaphor to indicate the confusion this sometimes caused for him during the inquiry. 
The responses overall showed evidence of the students’ ability to reflect metacognitively 
on the impact of philosophising in and beyond its original context, not only in other learning 
areas but in their own lives. The range of responses indicated their level of comfort with 
sharing their own thinking and reasoning even if it differed entirely from other members of 
the community. This provides further support for the students’ capacity to use DRT to deal 
with abstraction.  
During the 2014 micro-cycle the students built on their understanding of identity to 
examine the philosophical theory of mind-body dualism and its opposing perspectives 
relating to monism. Following the students’ interests and direction, the discussion moved 
from the concept of the mind to imagination. 
Abstraction through use of philosophical inquiry tools and processes – 2014 
COI Data  
Toby Year 4: I’m linking to Jonah’s – if you want to do something and you get it from 
your mind, like if……. Well, so you - the mind controls you to like – I stomp my foot 
there - but how do you get the idea, how does your mind figure out why you stomp 
your foot on the ground like that? Is there anything making the mind want to do that – 
it’s like a bit of a new question… 
Ellen (Year 5): With how [Toby] said how you think you stomp your foot – is that your 
body controlling it or does your mind tell you it? - and with that – there is like muscles 
and things all across your body – and your brain sends signals to your foot to say 
you’re going to lift, you’re going to lift it up either because you have a reason or 
because you’re going to walk  … or you just want to stomp your foot. 
Further into discussion: 
Jing (Year 4): I think your mind is more important because um if you didn’t have the 
mind your body wouldn’t know what to do, like you’d be lost - in your own, world, forest. 
Alina (Year 5): Um, I’ve just got a question. If you’re, if the philosophers think your 
mind’s telling you [that] you think you have a body. What about other people – your 
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mind’s not telling you they have a body – you just see it. Like I don’t think your mind 
would tell you they have a body – your mind wouldn’t know…. 
Further into discussion: 
Jonah (Year 4): Well um through this discussion I um now wonder if like maybe, no 
offence but you’re all like a figment of my conscience and um I’m a figment of your 
consciences? (laughter)We’re not truly real – maybe we’re just imagining people like 
maybe we’re not real but maybe we’re just imagining. Each other as people – like it’s 
so hard like I – I can’t explain it in words. 
Further into discussion: 
Toby: What if we didn’t have an actual brain or mind, like if we just had a little computer 
chip in our brain and these people were up in a giant tower in the sky controlling us … 
We’re not actually thinking about anything – these guys are controlling us. 
Clinton (Year 5): But who’s controlling the people that are controlling you? 
Manisa (Year 4) I think all parts of the body are connected to each other and like um 
they all rely on each other to survive.  
Toby: I wonder if this is just like a big illusion like our mind is telling us all this but it’s 
not really happening. 
 
During Macro-cycle 1, students’ use of the tool of questioning was low within the Year 4/5 
class. The Year 2/3 students evidenced greater use of this tool. The 2014 mixed year-level 
group was predominantly made up of students who were in years two and three in Macro-
cycle 1 and took part in the research. During the discussion (as evidenced in the above 
extracts), the students genuinely questioned the ideas that had been presented to them to 
assist them to make meaning. This showed a large shift from the previous macro-cycle 
where only a small number of the students had mastered purposeful use of this tool. It is 
interesting to note here the connection between genuine engagement with ideas and 
purposeful use of questioning. Further, the students played with ideas in similar ways to 
that of the ancient philosophers, appropriating the tools of questioning, metaphorical 
reasoning and connecting to help them share their own perceptions and collectively make 
sense of the mind-body problem. 
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The following extracts provide evidence of the students’ capacity to put forward their own 
reasoned theories in relation to the concepts of the mind and imagination and their 
readiness to consider the ideas of others to make epistemic progress. 
Abstraction though theoretical construction 2014 
Examining mind and body 
Edward (Year 5): I think the mind is more important because maybe we’re just thinking 
like its um maybe we’re just thinking all the same and we’re just like – say we were – 
this is going to sound really weird but say we were from the fifth dimension- not that 
there is a fifth dimension, um, but like um, like we’re this piece of mind just imagining 
we have a body and imagining that all these other people look and feel and do stuff that 
we think they should do. 
Teacher/Researcher: Do you remember that from last week – I told you that some 
philosophers actually think that… 
Jonah (Year 4): I think that the mind is actually as important as the body because 
without the mind the body is, is just like a hunk of organs and blood and meat – 
(laughter) but um, but um without the body your mind doesn’t exist ‘cause your brain’s, 
your body is like your mind’s life support. 
Toby (Year 4): Yeah, I agree with Jonah, ‘cause like your brain, like the body, the brain 
has no sustainability without the body … like the brain can’t do anything without the 
body –the brain’s useless - if it doesn’t have a body it can’t communicate with anybody 
– it can’t talk, it can’t move – it just sits there and does nothing – and but, like I’m not 
saying it’s less important, well, maybe I am, I don’t know – it’s like your brain wouldn’t 
be able to do anything without the body, it’d just be a brain. 
Further into discussion: 
Alice (Year 4) … if you don’t have your body you just sit there, like your body is the 
transportation for your mind and the way it tells people what you’re thinking. 
Examining the concept of imagination: 
Alina (Year 5): …imagination doesn’t have a key to it, like it doesn’t have a name to it - 
it just has sub-headings everywhere.  You can’t control your dream or nightmare 
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because you can’t say this dream is going to turn into rainbow unicorns and stuff. It just 
has to come within you…  
Carlton (Year 5):  Ah, I’d like to build on Tom’s idea. Imagination relates to fiction but 
sometimes you can make it come to life by, for example drawing, say art you can paint 
or draw what you feel in your head or your emotions and sometimes you can um, um 
maybe do art and then there’s one way to express imagination maybe like – yeah 
Further into discussion: 
Teacher/Researcher: In what other ways could you add to learning through your 
imagination …?  
Jonah: Turn numbers, like say you were bad at maths and didn’t like maths you could 
turn the numbers into characters that you like and imagination can help you by turning 
a maths sum into little games of mind – but it’s a bit like medicine because you can 
overdose on your imagination and then it does something bad. 
Teacher/Researcher: Can you explain that further – you can overdose with your 
imagination? 
Jonah: Well, you can take it too far and then instead of learning you’re really just 
mucking around. 
 
The first group of extracts demonstrate the students’ capacity to unpack the abstract idea 
of mind-body dualism through deliberation as to which is more important – body, brain or 
mind. Although there was no consensus, students carefully considered the suggestions of 
others when constructing their own theories. Generally, during philosophical inquiries, the 
aim is for students to reach a shared understanding supported by logical reasoning rather 
than arrive at a consensus. Their claims were supported through considered application of 
their reasoning skills and processes.  
The students made meaning of the concept of imagination through connections to their 
own life experiences as demonstrated in the latter extracts on the concept of imagination. 
Interestingly, Alina used metaphor to explain her understanding of the ontology of 
imagination, implying that it couldn’t be identified as one entity, further adding that ‘it just 
has subheadings everywhere’. This was contrasted by Carlton’s more concrete 
explanation in which he drew on his experiences with art to make imagination ‘come to 
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life’. Not all comments viewed imagination through a positive lens as evidenced by Jonah’s 
concern that it was possible to ‘overdose on imagination’. 
The extracts below demonstrate students’ metacognitive understanding of their intellectual 
growth through participation in the Macro-cycle 2 research. When responding to questions, 
the students made relevant connections to their own life experiences and used complex 
language elements to assist meaning-making, thus providing further support for their 
growth of DRT beyond the context of the COI.  
Abstraction through self and peer assessment SGFDs 2014 
Toby (Year 4): Ah, I think like its unlocked like, you know, the other things of life that no 
one usually concentrates, no one usually thinks about, for me like it’s made me think about 
stuff that I usually just don’t - like it makes me explore unknown regions. 
Jonah (Year 4): … because you’d have two options and then you’d break down the 
options, and like, rip them apart and then like discuss, and then decide which one is best to 
go with and then just and the more you do that the more that people will consider you a 
wise person. 
Jamal (Year 5):  I reckon like, before I had this, people used to see me as a straight thinker 
- like a straight line -  but since I’m, since I went into philosophy it made me, it’s made me 
bend that line to make um – and people have now been seeing me as a better thinker. 
Ellen (Year 5): With other subjects of learning like English and maths I take ideas out of it 
because in philosophy you have to build and make ideas deeper. 
Tuong (Year 5): Yes ‘cause I’ve done, as I tended to do – muck up and all of that – kinds of 
things – all those kinds of things. Now I’m a senior, I guess, in the school, and um perhaps 
younger kids look up to me and it’s a part of who I am now and I guess I’d say it’s part of 
me – like um – my rough, things that say I have in rough – those rough bumps have gotten 
smoother and along the journey I’ve improved and improved and I’ve realised that I should 
be looked up to and not a person that is hiding in the corner – I should stand. 
Fion (Year 5): … and risk taker because you never know what people are going to return – 
to say when you put an idea in the circle. 
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The 2014 SGFD responses noted intellectual growth through examples such as ‘breaking 
down’ options to determine the ‘best’ choice; ‘bending’ their line of thinking (not ‘thinking in 
a straight line’); and ‘exploring unknown regions’ of thinking. Toby highlighted a considered 
change in his willingness to think about and value the perspectives of others. He 
commented about the ways in which argumentation skills have helped him participate 
reasonably and respectfully in philosophical discussions. As evidenced in the above 
examples, when referring to learning overall, the students identified benefits such as 
deeper thinking ability, increased level of intellectual skill, expansion of knowledge, and 
learning to take time to think effectively before responding to questions. Several comments 
referred to a change in behavior prompted by their experiences in CPI. Jamal commented 
on his change from being a ‘straight thinker’ to ‘bending the line’ and Tuong noted his 
realisation that the experience had assisted him to ‘smooth out the rough bumps’ and 
enable him to stand proudly as a senior student and role model for younger students. This 
is a very powerful understanding and links to Tuong’s comment in the 2013 SGFD data 
regarding his sense of leadership.   
Responses evidenced the students’ value of intellectual dispositions such as having an 
open mind, being an effective thinker and a reasoned risk-taker. Tate built on his original 
comment by underlining benefits of considering alternative viewpoints and participating in 
collaborative discussion. He noted the impact on his thinking and behavior overall, 
referring to a change of mindset. Toby identified an increase in the complexity of his 
thinking through his understanding and application of higher-order thinking skills. Several 
of the students ‘comments implied the notion that philosophy had become a significant part 
of how the they now view themselves and/or their world.  
Conclusion 
This chapter provided evidence of the ways in which DRT facilitates students' examination 
of the substantive aspects of CPI. The data indicated purposeful use of the elements of 
DRT to deal with abstraction. Students interactions during the communities of inquiry 
demonstrated their capacity to use the intellectual tools and processes to further the 
collective understanding of the community and to make meaning as individual participants. 
The opportunity to engage with philosophical concepts and ideas enabled the students to 
connect the philosophical notions to their own life experiences and prior understandings. 
Students reconstructed their own ‘educative’ experiences (Dewey, 1938) to assist them to 
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make sense of the ideas under discussion. The practice of ongoing self- and peer-
assessment was observed in the communities of inquiry and the SGFDs. The practice 
enabled deeper engagement of the philosophical abstractions they were examining. 
Considered combination of the elements of DRT enabled students to more effectively deal 
with abstraction. 
During this macro-cycle, a complex level of engagement with the ideas under discussion 
was observed. Although this, in part, could be due to the discussion focus not being driven 
by the demands of the curriculum, but it was also attributable to the growth of collective 
DRT in this participant sample. The student responses provided many examples of 
epistemic progress and changes to habits of thinking and reasoning. Dewey (1938) 
defined habits as the formation of intellectual and emotional attitudes and ways of dealing 
with the world through continual modification of our ‘enacted and undergone experiences’ 
(p. 35).  
The scope and complexity of the students’ thinking, the detailed articulation of their 
thoughts and their use of well-considered, creative language to express their views 
provided rich evidence of their capacity to use DRT to philosophise. Fewer students in the 
first macro-cycle were able to accomplish this and those who had mastered these skills 
were predominantly the students that had been identified as ‘the philosophers’ in the group 
(See Chapter 5). The ability to synthesise elements of DRT enabled greater collective 
uptake of abstract ideas. Dewey (1997) maintained “analysis leads to synthesis: while 
synthesis perfects analysis” (p. 115). Through reflecting on the analysis of the elements of 
DRT, students were then able to understand the relationship of the parts to the whole and 
this understanding facilitated deeper abstraction. 
Many the SGFD responses highlighted the students’ metacognitive understanding of their 
ability to appropriate learning experiences for the specific purpose of philosophising. 
Students could recognise when an inquiry had gained traction and moved to a deeper 
level. This was achieved through collective meaning-making and attention to sound 
reasoning. Overall, the students took the responsibilities associated with their role as co-
inquirers very seriously, as shown by their well-considered responses to the questions 
asked in the SGFDs. This sense of responsibility also became evident in the students’ 
level of care for the thinking of the community. Sharp (1987) asserted that openness to the 
fallibility of knowledge can only take place through sustained experience in communities of 
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inquiry that are committed to self-corrective practices. Further to this, she noted the 
responsibility of individual participants to maintain the integrity of the dialogue through 
specific attention to the possible manifestation of ‘falsifiability’ within the COI (pp. 40–42).  
The metacognitive elements of DRT developed in the 2012 macro-cycle focused on the 
integrity of the dialogue through ongoing self- and peer-assessment. The students 
continually reflected on their own thinking and reasoning and that of others.  
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CHAPTER 8 
RESULTS DRT and DOUBT 
Introduction 
Chapter 8 outlines the results of Macro-cycle 3. The previous macro-cycle focused on the 
students’ use of DRT to philosophise whereas this macro-cycle investigated the 
interrelationship between DRT and forms of doubt. The overarching question framing this 
chapter is: To what extent can engagement in DRT instigate students’ consideration of 
epistemic doubt within CPI? The chapter examines evidence of doubt and its connection to 
DRT throughout the four years of investigation. The COI data has been predominantly 
illustrated through short episodes of dialogue to enable a picture of how the doubt had 
been cultivated by the group whereas the SGFD data shows individual responses to 
specific questions. To further support evidence of the emergence of doubt, a small number 
of the students’ written artefacts have also been included. The COI, SGFD and student 
artefact data in all macro-cycles was re-analysed to identify evidence of doubt.  
Through content analysis of student responses from communities of inquiry, SGFDs and 
student artefacts, four distinct aspects of doubt emerged: 1. students’ hesitance with their 
own thinking or ideas. This was noted in two ways: articulation of hesitancy with one’s own 
idea, and revision of thinking in response to further discussion. 2. openness to sustained 
uncertainty. This category evidenced the students’ capacity to consider the fallibility of 
knowledge and demonstration of their openness to uncertainty. 3. provocation of doubt 
within the community. Students provoked doubt within the community in response to their 
own uncertainty with the ideas under discussion. 4: formulation of their own notions of 
doubt. The students were encouraged to construct their own notions regarding the 
acquisition of knowledge through consideration of the philosophical positions that had 
been presented to them during the second and third macrocycles. In response to this, 
several students articulated their understanding of the concept of doubt and its relationship 
with knowledge acquisition. 
The data contained many instances that could imply doubt as defined by the emergent 
categories; however, only episodes that clearly illustrate the doubt categories have been 
selected as sample extracts for this chapter. 
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Evidence of doubt  
Evidence of doubt has been organised under the above four emergent categories of doubt 
and unpacked in a chronological sequence. The chronological sequence also enabled 
conclusions to be drawn about the effect of extended learning on the type or quality of 
doubt. The students’ responses have not been cleaned to remove interjections, filler words 
or retractions as in many instances these forms of articulation were precursory indicators 
of doubt.  
Tentativeness when presenting contributions 
The samples below demonstrate two distinct ways in which students’ express hesitancy 
with their own contributions: (1) articulation of hesitancy with one’s own idea, and (2) 
Revision of thinking in response to further discussion.  
Tentativeness with Students’ Own Contributions 2012 COI Data 
Extract from Year 2/3 COI 1, 2012 
Jonah (Year 2): I am not really sure about my idea, not too keen, Thinking is like imagining 
because imagination is like – is basically like – it’s kind of hard to explain – imagination is 
like an upgraded think but imagining is sort of thinking. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: Why? 
Jonah: Thinking is like imagination because when you are thinking of a question you are 
‘imaginating’ the answer. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: … At the same time? 
Tuong (Year 3): When you’re thinking you are imagining everything right there and you put 
it all together - like if you are thinking you are imagining what the person says and from that 
you find the answer. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: You imagine what the person said or you remember what the person 
said? 
Tuong (Year 3): It’s kind of hard to say. 
Clinton (Year 3): Thinking and imagination are like part, part, whole because if you add 
thinking and imagination you will get a whole. …you might get ‘thinkanation’. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: …You are actually saying that they are different, but you are putting 
them together? 
159 
Clinton: Yes, like the two number facts are different – like seven and eight. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: Can we ask some questions about that idea? 
Students discuss in pairs 
Jonah (Year 2) (as spokesperson for small group): Imagination is like thinking but you have 
added new parts in – like the Lorax and the movie of the Lorax – they’ve added new stuff 
in. …  
Brittany (Year 2): Thinking is like a picture in your head and sometimes you can make a 
story up about it.  
Year 2/3 Teacher: Can you explain the difference? 
Brittany: They don’t match – thinking is like a picture in your head and imagination is like a 
dream. 
Further into the discussion: 
Edra (Year 3): I think they’re different because thinking – you think life – if you have two 
things and you want to put them together you have to think of the answer and imagination 
is like – it’s a bit more exciting than thinking. 
Year2/3 Teacher: Why? 
Edra: Because it adds a bit more suspense into your thinking. 
Jing (Year 3): I disagree with the idea. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: Which idea? The idea that…. 
Jing (Year 3): The idea that imagination is more exciting – sometimes imagination is not 
exactly more exciting, sometimes it’s worse than thinking – like something scary… not just 
one feeling. 
Extract from Year 4/5 COI 2, 2012  
Kim (Year 5): I think um we like about – well some of us –not most of us (laughter) –some 
of our generalisations are good but um you can’t um – from my point, I don’t think – I think 
they’re all false because you can’t actually judge anything of the person um when you see 
them at first. 
Teacher/Researcher: that’s a bit of a turnaround - you didn’t think that at the beginning of 
the session, did you? 
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Kim: Because like even gender – you can’t actually tell because they might’ve changed 
their gender because they wanted to know whether to be a girl or a boy – they wanted to 
change. 
When reflecting on this discussion: 
Jarrod (Year 5): Because, like Ken said, you can’t exactly tell anything exactly when you 
meet someone for the first time but at the start we were all thinking ‘well yes you can think 
of some things’. 
 
The first extract shows the student’s articulation of his uncertainty. Jonah was hesitant 
about his contribution when discussing distinctions between thinking and imagining. 
Although he expressed this overtly, it appears that he felt the community was a safe 
platform to ‘try out’ his idea. His use of analogy to support his view enabled students to 
visualise his thinking. (This analogy was reconstructed by Jonah and other students in 
various contexts over the following years.) He then went on to clarify this idea further, thus 
forming a ZPD (Vygotsky, 1978) in which other students began to share similar or 
opposing ideas. Collective doubt emerged as the students grappled with the similarities to 
and differences between the concepts, using counterexamples and exploring 
disagreement to assist them with their thinking. In this example, Jonah’s initial idea and his 
assertion of hesitancy raised the bar for other students in the community, thus enabling 
doubt to surface. 
In the second example from the Year 4/5 class, doubt was identified through a change of 
mind upon deeper consideration during the discussion. Students had been discussing 
what you could know about a person after meeting them for the first time. Initially the 
community came up with a considerable list, including gender: however, after being asked 
to evaluate the list, many examples were removed from the list and reasons were 
provided. Gender had remained until near completion of the COI when Kim suggested that 
none of the examples provided could be known about a person on first meeting, thus, 
using gender as a counterexample to question earlier collective thinking. Kim’s initial 
response indicated hesitancy with his new standpoint, but he went on to unpack his 
thinking with more conviction as evidenced by the use of fewer filler words, interjections 
and retractions in the second response. Members of the group then began to revise their 
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original viewpoint to take on this position. Jarrod’s reflection during the discussion closure 
provides an example of this revision. 
The 2014 extracts below display tentativeness through the cautious articulation of their 
own ideas as evidences by interjections, pauses (-), filler words and through revision of 
words or phrases. 
Level 1: Tentativeness with Students’ Own Contributions from 2014 Data 
Extract from COI 1, 2014 
Jonah (Year 4): Um well I, like, nothing really can control the mind, so I can agree, no, 
actually I sort of agree  
Teacher/Researcher: So, your mind controls your mind? 
Toby (Year 4): I’m linking to Jonah’s – if you want to do something and you get it from 
your mind, like if – well - so you -the mind controls you to like – I stomp my foot there - but 
how do you get the idea, how like does your mind figure out why you stomp your foot on 
the ground like that? Is there anything making the mind want to do that – it’s like a bit of a 
new question… 
Edward (Year 5): I think the mind is more important because maybe we’re just thinking 
like its um maybe we’re just thinking all the same and we’re just like – say we were – this 
is going to sound really weird but say we were from the fifth dimension - not that there is a 
fifth dimension, um, but like um, like where this piece of mind just imagining we have a 
body and imagining that all these other people look and feel and do stuff that we think 
they should do. 
Toby: The brain, like the brain can’t do anything without the body – the brain’s useless - if 
it doesn’t have a body it can’t communicate with anybody – it can’t talk, it can’t move – it 
just sits there and does nothing – and but, like I’m not saying it’s less important, well, 
maybe I am, I don’t know – it’s like your brain wouldn’t be able to do anything without the 
body it’d just be a brain. 
Extract from SGFD 2014 
Toby:  If you knew a lot about philosophy like which leads to knowing a lot about 
everything really – well not everything – like you know, like … anything.   
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The ways that students revised their initial selection of words or phrases as they articulate 
their thinking demonstrates their attention to the type of sustained self-assessment 
required for DRT. It indicates genuine commitment to meaning-making through 
collaborative dialogue. The examples of hesitation with an idea have been underlined. 
Toby expressed further doubt regarding the mind controlling the body through his question 
about what might make the mind want to control our body. Edward went on to suggest the 
mind was more important than the body, thus provoking further doubt as illustrated by 
Toby’s comment in which he indicated his hesitancy with the idea he was articulating and 
his genuine doubt regarding the notion that our minds would be more important than our 
bodies.  
Category 2 Openness to sustained uncertainty 
In the dialogue below, extracted from COI 1 in Macro-cycle 2, the students had been 
discussing knowledge and wisdom. All three students used analogy to support their 
thinking. The extracts illustrating the students’ theoretical constructions of knowledge have 
been selected from the 2013 data. The key idea underpinning all three responses 
highlights the significant understanding of knowledge states in relation to uncertainty.  
  
Category 2:  Openness to Sustained Uncertainty from 2013 COI data 
Sharav (Year 4): I am thinking of like, um a box – two boxes joined together and if you 
know already that there’s an edge you can’t fit every time – so that’s what happens to your 
thinking – you know – you don’t know one or two things in your life – you can’t know 
everything. 
Miles (Year 4):  I want to build on Shiv’s idea that there is always something that you don’t 
know. It’s like when you put a puzzle together and you are missing a piece - and that’s like 
– it has all the knowledge on it but the things you don’t know. 
Jonah (Year 3): And when S – I am linking to Shiv – say you, like you know that there are 
like two circles, one bigger than the other, and the first circle is the circle you know the stuff 
that you don’t know and the other circle is the stuff that you don’t know what you don’t 
know. 
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The dialogue demonstrates the students’ collective thinking regarding what we can know, 
specifically in relation to knowing what we don’t know and not knowing what we don’t 
know. Although this is not a novel idea in the history of philosophy, it had not been 
introduced to the students as part of their school learning, as far as I am aware. The 
students’ presentations of the same idea through the various analogies formed a collage of 
thinking and reasoning within the community and demonstrated openness to the idea of 
sustained ‘not-knowing’ – a necessary precursor for students’ to accept the fallibility of 
knowledge. 
During the 2016 macro-cycle, the students had been discussing Socrates’ claim of 
ignorance. The discussion progressed over four communities of inquiry. As an element of 
the stimuli presented in Macro-cycle 3, the students had been introduced to key notions of 
doubt by Peirce and other philosophers. The following extracts demonstrate the students’ 
openness to their own fallibility regarding knowledge and understanding.  
Category 2:  Openness to Sustained Uncertainty from 2016 Data 
Extracts from COI 2 
Jonah (Year 6): um I think, ah,  I agree that, I think he [Socrates] was wise because he 
was ignorant because um, if you know you’re ignorant then that gives you something to 
um, go for um, you know and that  ‘cause you know you’re ignorant you also, your mind 
isn’t clouded with the thought that you’re perfect, and you know things, you’re a genius, 
um, you’re the smartest man, when you know you’re ignorant then, you kinda just think, 
you know, you think of yourself as not er, you know, not as this great awesome person 
that’s perfect, you think oh well, you know, I, I want to pursue that knowledge and - that 
gives you something um,  to - work for – so… 
Further into discussion: 
Simon (Year 5): Well I, I think it’s sort of impossible to learn everything because people, 
people just make up things, games and stuff, to have, and you’re brain doesn’t have the 
capacity to hold everything which you learn and there’s billions of things that you can 
learn to learn everything as well so I think it’s impossible, so I think that, therefore, I think 
that everyone is ignorant in a way.  
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Teacher/Researcher: Do you want to add to that?  
Carlos (Year 4): Oh, I think the reason that people thought he was wise was that he 
actually knew that he was ignorant, was ignorant and he said oh, I want to learn more 
than I do already rather than him just being ignorant. 
Further into discussion – connections to doubt: COI 2 
Simon (Year 5): Well it depends what sort of ignorance you are talking about, like literal 
ignorance is ignorance of wanting to learn um, um, if you’re if you don’t desire to learn 
then basically you’re being ignorant but if you desire to learn you are being ignorant in a 
good way – I guess.  
Jonah (Year 6): Um I think that um the link between ignorance and doubt is that um you 
can’t really be ignorant or know that you are ignorant without doubt ‘cause if you don’t 
doubt yourself, then once again, you get that cloud of – that you’re ideal and nothing’s 
wrong and that then you start to doubt yourself you find impurities and then you know, 
that makes ignorance. 
Further into discussion- considering relationship of doubt to wonder:  
Jonah: I think wonder and doubt are related ‘cause, so I think wonder leads to doubt 
‘cause um, well that’s if   you’re kind of, if you’re a deeper kind of thinker then wonder 
leads to doubt but then if you’re just kind of a surface thinker like ‘oh I wonder this, then 
you kinda s- okay next’ – and then, that’s not really going anywhere but if you wonder 
you know, like things and then you start thinking more deeply about it then you come to 
beliefs and then you doubt those beliefs to see if they’re true um you know, and so 
(laughs) and then eventually um you tweak your ideas and they get better and better like 
– I think wonder leads to doubt. 
From COI 2, student artefacts: 
Jonah: Eliano asked me ‘So does ignorance equal wisdom?’ to which I replied ‘yes’ but I 
now doubt that and think the knowledge of ignorance is wisdom, just like Socrates. 
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The students’ comments suggest that if a person retains and attitude of infallibility, then 
they are unlikely to pursue knowledge. Jonah’s initial comment implied that a person’s 
mind can becomes ‘clouded’ by an inflated sense of their own intellectual abilities and 
further into the discussion he referred to this idea when discussing the need to sometimes 
doubt yourself. Carlos suggested Socrates’ wisdom was demonstrated by his knowledge 
of his own ignorance. Simon also took up this point, offering a distinction between being 
ignorant of the desire to learn and being ignorant with the desire to learn. As the 
discussion progressed the concept of wonder emerged, and the students were asked how 
wonder could be linked to doubt. Jonah’s response suggested hierarchical development 
moving from wonder to doubt; this shift only taking place in instances of ‘deep thinking’ in 
which one may wonder about their own beliefs. He persisted with his earlier notion of 
ignorance as a mind that is ‘not clouded’ by one’s inflated self-perceptions and further, 
used this thread to link his understanding of how this connects with doubt and wonder. 
Jonah, when articulating his thinking, used several interjections to allow himself time to 
shape his thoughts. Simon’s use of ‘I guess’ at the end of his statement also suggests a 
degree of hesitancy with his own idea.  
After each session, the students were given the opportunity to document thoughts elicited 
by the discussion and ideas that they had not been able to share due to the inquiry focus 
shifting beyond their idea. Jonah shared his doubt regarding his previous response to 
Eliano’s question on ignorance equalling wisdom. He made the distinction that it is the 
knowledge of the ignorance rather than the ignorance alone that equates to wisdom. This 
is an example of disequilibrium in that the student continued to puzzle over the question 
and his beliefs well past the time in which he had initially responded to the question. The 
comments overall and the key themes underpinning the students’ responses align with the 
views expressed by Peirce in the ‘First Rule of Logic’ (1899/1998), in which he makes the 
connection between learning and the desire to learn that is necessitated by a 
dissatisfaction that accompanies uncertainty over our beliefs. 
Category 3: Provocation of doubt regarding an idea under consideration 
Examples of students’ provocation of doubt during communities of inquiry are presented 
below. The provocation of doubt was identified through students’ use of a combination of 
doubt indicators in the form of questioning, disagreement, counterexamples, and 
persistence with their own idea. The doubt indicators signalled the students’ expression of 
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their own uncertainty (Peirce, 1877) with views presented during discussion. Students 
provoked doubt within the community in response to their own uncertainty with an idea 
under discussion. The provocation of doubt elicited collective doubt within the community. 
Level 3: Provocation of Doubt from 2012 COI Data 
Extract from Year 2/3 COI 1 
Tuong (Year 3): … Like a gate and on one side is imagination and on the other side is 
thinking - trying to get to imagination. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: So, which comes first? 
Tuong (Year 3): You have to think to get to imagination – that’s what I meant last time. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: …Can you do it the other way? Can you imagine before you think? 
Further into the discussion: 
Tuong (Year 3): I disagree with the idea that um – the idea that you can imagine first 
because you have to think before you imagine ‘cause when you imagine – you can’t just 
see a picture in your head without thinking – you have to just think a bit before the 
picture comes up – 
Further into the discussion: 
Jonah (Year 2): I would like to go back to the idea ‘imagining before you think’ – just say 
you are drawing the blueprint for a car, you imagine how it’s going to look – right – and 
draw it down – and then when you are going back and checking on it, you are thinking if 
it can actually be done. 
Extract from Year 2/3 COI 2 
Year 2/3 Teacher: Clinton, can you explain first of all your response when Jonah shared 
- “This is how the universe got made – it’s what the scientists say” and you said it’s what 
they ‘know” – in inverted commas. What did you mean by that? 
Clinton (Year 3): I mean like it’s what they believe they think is true. It’s not saying 
they’re wrong – it’s saying that they haven’t figured it out yet – it’s like they don’t 
definitely know – they think. 
Year 2/3 Teacher: They think they know and it’s not definitely true? 
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Brittany (Year 2): Maybe they believe it might happen, but they don’t know it’s going to 
happen. 
Clinton: Jonah was saying - with the book – he was saying that’s real because that’s 
what happened and I’m saying, “how do you know because no-one was alive then.” 
Year 2/3 Teacher: Are you saying you want proof? 
Jonah (Year 2): This is proof (the book). 
 
In the first extract, Clinton shares his doubt regarding scientific understanding of how the 
world came to be. Brittany builds on this through the implication that believing is not the 
same as knowing. Clinton persisted with the idea that a scientist could only think their 
knowledge was true as they weren’t alive at that time. Clinton stated that he did not 
necessarily doubt that the scientists’ information was correct, rather he doubted the claim 
that the knowledge could be known to be true. Clinton articulated a distinction between 
‘thinking’ that we know and knowing with absolute certainty, thus, demonstrating his DRT 
regarding the pragmatist view of knowledge as fallible. 
The second extract builds on the dialogue about thinking and imagination. At this stage the 
community was deciding which one precedes the other. In this example, both students 
aimed to provoke doubt within the community through their responses. Tuong persisted 
with his idea that thinking would precede imagination by initially clarifying what he meant 
by his analogy and later by sharing his disagreement with the reverse idea. Both students 
used considered examples to counter the alternative view. Jonah’s genuine doubt was 
evidenced through his tenacity with his own idea. Although the doubt was initially 
cultivated collectively through the shared dialogue, both Tuong and Jonah persistently 
demonstrated their own disequilibrium with the views being presented. Sustained DRT 
enabled the emergence of genuine doubt and, inversely, the provocation of genuine doubt 
facilitated further DRT. 
The following extract is from 2014 data. The students had been exploring the concept of 
identity and at that point they were grappling with the idea of how our identity is shaped 
and whether our decisions in life become part of who we are. The extract shows evidence 
of students’ cultivation of collective doubt within the community, constructed through 
disagreement and counterarguments.  
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Category 3: Provocation of Doubt from 2013 Data 
Extract from COI 2 2013 Data 
Barbara (Year 6): I think if you made a really bad decision, it doesn’t, it affects who you 
are a little bit but the way you fix it, it changes you as well. So, but if you keep it there and 
then um. …  
Teacher/Researcher: The way you fix it helps you become who you are?  That’s an 
interesting idea. 
Barbara (Year 6): So like, um you make a really bad decision and that defines a little bit of 
how your choices - how you react and then um, but it’s not for the rest of your life, its only 
for a short time and if you fix that problem and move on to another bit, you kind of forget 
about it and it doesn’t really have an effect on your life anymore.  
Teacher/Researcher: Let’s think about this idea … 
Jonah (Year 4): Well I disagree because um, I have a counterexample, two actually - that 
idea that you, because not every decision, bad decision that you make, you can 
overcome - like, smoking, you take up smoking - the problem is cancer and that’s 
something that you can’t fix. There are some choices that you make that even if you, 
even if you stop, that stops it from getting worse but still it’s like it has scared you for the 
rest of your life. But, but it depends if you make the choice to make a choice to make that 
scar bigger or just keep it at the same size. And um, the idea that a choice can affect your 
past as well, I think Oliver mentioned, I disagree with that idea because you can’t change 
your past and I disagree, you can always change your future, but I don’t think it can in 
anyway change your action. 
Teacher/Researcher: You have introduced some – you have thrown some ideas out 
there.  
Tate (Year 4): um, I think that they can actually scar you forever. You go to jail, it takes up 
maybe a quarter of your life, you always feel guilty for what you’ve done, people see you, 
they recognise you from a newspaper article or something and people will be going like, 
oh you robbed a bank or you, you wouldn’t be able to communicate with someone, with 
anyone, so your life would be sort of wrecked because everyone is thinking he robbed a 
bank or he’s a dangerous man; he could still be on the run or something. …And it would 
have also taken up a bit of your life so you’re thinking well what if I didn’t do this, then 
maybe, maybe if I didn’t have a lot of money I could have found another way, I could have 
loaned from somebody or something. 
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Further into the discussion: 
Toby (Year 4): I partly agree with that idea because if it is a very severe thing that you 
have done, like you have killed someone, then you can’t really fix that and you just go to 
jail or you worse you face the death penalty; but if you do something that is not as bad 
like maybe if you sort of don’t have any money and it’s like snowing and you have, your 
only wearing a rag and you steal someone’s coat that can be owned up for, you can fix 
that and you will have a better future. 
 
The above dialogue provides an example of students applying DRT to build a reasoned 
counterargument to provoke doubt about the idea that our decisions do not have to 
become an aspect of our identity. Firstly, Jonah provided examples of times when this 
wouldn’t be possible and shared the notion that some decisions can scar us for life. 
Interestingly he also commented that we have a choice not to make that scar bigger. Tate 
took a similar position through his suggestion that guilt may then become part of who you 
are. At this point, collective doubt had been cultivated and was further tested by Toby’s 
suggestion that it would be dependent on the type of decision and the intent underpinning 
it. 
The following 2016 extracts and student artefacts evidence the students’ provocation of 
doubt and the impact it has on the thinking of the community. The examples were from 
communities of inquiry 2, 3 and 4. The 2016 communities of inquiry formed a continuous 
inquiry. The responses are densely populated with instances of doubt arising in response 
to the community’s collective analysis of the concepts under discussion. Additionally, they 
evidence the students’ use of elements of DRT to provoke doubt within the community in 
response to their own uncertainty. 
Category 3: Provocation of Doubt from 2016 COI Data 
From COI 1 examples of students’ written questions: 
Eliza (Year 4): If you experience something, do you know it is real knowledge? 
Juno: (Year 4): Is experience true knowledge? 
Juno: If you experience something, could it be different to what you think it is? 
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Manisa (Year 6): If we have a theory, how do we know we’re right? 
Manisa: Do you have to know more to believe more? 
Manisa: Do the best philosophers doubt their best theories? 
From COI 2 
Calan (Year 4): … what I think is if someone has doubt they are never going to believe it’s 
going to happen but if they don’t have doubt then they still believe. 
Teacher/Researcher: okay, what do others think about Calan’s idea? 
Solomon: … I think we need to explore our doubt to get a - like a better belief towards it, 
like, a bit like, at the first day I’m pretty sure, like personally this happened to me, like I didn’t 
want to be riding on the first day but you needed to have that genuine, like to get, you 
needed to explore the doubt in order to find something that like you like. So, it’s not always 
going to be open like, I like that, I like that, you need, like sometimes you need to go under 
the wall to get through the doubt. 
Teacher/Researcher: Okay, so, so you’re saying you need um you need doubt to find your 
passions in life?  You doubted that you liked riding, but you found out something by trying it 
by doubting – by having that doubt it made you explore that? 
Solomon: Yeah 
Teacher/Researcher: it’s an interesting idea. Jonah? 
Jonah: So, um, are you saying that to find a, things you truly do or do not like, are you 
saying you have to doubt your doubts (laughs)? 
Solomon: Well … 
Jonah: Test them? 
Solomon: Well Yeah, I guess, it’s a bit like um, like a car safety – like you drive the car into a 
wall and see what happens – it’s a bit like that. 
Teacher/researcher: So, you mean when they test cars? 
Solomon: Yep. 
Teacher/researcher: Do you have something to add to that? 
Carlos: um I think they both need each other – because you need to believe something to 
doubt something and you need to doubt something to believe something. 
Teacher/researcher: Okay, can you explain that a bit further for everyone? 
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Carlos: If you don’t doubt something then there’s no philosophy and if you don’t believe 
something then there’s no philosophy. 
From COI 3 
Question carried forward from COI 2, student artefacts: Does wonder and doubt change the 
way we think?  
Jamal: um like last time when we were discussing, everyone was talking about wonder and 
doubt like they were the same thing or similar to each other and then I was wondering like – 
did wonder and doubt ever change the way we thought – like if we didn’t have it would we 
still have these questions or ideas? 
Teacher/Researcher: And would we think in this way? Do you mean um, let me clarify your 
thinking – it might make you think differently?  If we didn’t wonder about anything we 
wouldn’t be thinking in the same way – what do you think about that? What do others think 
about that question? 
Simon (Year 5): Um, if we didn’t have doubt we couldn’t question things, I don’t think – 
because if we didn’t question things it wouldn’t stretch your knowledge but it’s like if James 
said like a simple answer to something, or a question, we couldn’t, we couldn’t sort out a 
counterexample like because we don’t doubt anything in that. 
Solomon (Year 6): I just got a quick – um I don’t really know but is ignorance and doubt the 
same thing? 
Teacher/Researcher: What do others think? 
Jonah: Um I don’t think so because ignorance is like when you don’t know things whilst 
doubt is you –  ignorance is kind of like you don’t know things but doubt is where you kind of 
don’t want to um – well it could mean you don’t want to know things but it’s also kind of like 
testing out an idea. 
Further into discussion – COI 3 
Solomon:  Um, this is like, I’m sort of connecting to like the classroom, like – If you’re in a 
classroom obviously your teacher, obviously your teacher doesn’t want you to have doubt in 
yourself but like in the outside world, is it? I’m not sure but is doubt like a good thing towards 
– like school life or anything else? 
Toby (Year 6): Well I have a tiny counterexample to that. So, let’s say you are walking in the 
dessert and you see the rainforest - you see a bush of berries – you have to be, you have to 
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eat them because let’s say you’re trying to survive but they might be poisonous so if you 
doubt that they are edible and you have in your mind that they are poisonous you can save 
your life, I guess – that’s just a tiny counterexample. 
 
The students’ questions were selected from their reflective journals after introductory 
discussions regarding philosophers’ positions on knowledge acquisition. The questions 
presented here have been selected due to their relevance to the ideas relating to doubt. 
These questions and others were explored during communities of inquiry implemented in 
Macro-cycle 3. In COI 2, Calan’s notion that doubt prevents belief was tested by 
Solomon’s proposal that doubt should be explored to strengthen our beliefs. His use of a 
real-life experience followed by a metaphor provided the community with an image of 
doubt as a barrier to achievement. Jonah sought further clarification by posing the 
question to Calan: ‘[A]re you saying you have to doubt your doubts.’ Although Jonah asked 
this lightheartedly, he went on to clarify the intent of his question. Solomon once again 
used a real-life connection to support collective meaning-making within the community. 
Carlos concluded this thread of the discussion, suggesting belief and doubt’s reliance on 
each other to function and further to this, both belief and doubt are necessary conditions of 
philosophical thinking. 
The initial extracts from COI 3 were in response to Jamal’s question: Does wonder and 
doubt change the way we think? Jamal was invited to explain the thinking that prompted 
this question. In doing this he further questioned whether we could have questions and 
ideas without doubt and wonder, Simon seemed to be thinking that without doubt and 
wonder, we would be unable to stretch our thinking. He supported this claim with the 
suggestion that doubt enabled the skills of argumentation. This prompted the question by 
Solomon about whether ignorance and doubt are the same thing. Jonah commenced by 
suggesting that they are not but as he was responding his own doubt surfaced through his 
examination of the ontology of doubt. Jonah’s response once again represents the 
struggle in his mind as he aimed to sort out his own beliefs. In response to Solomon’s 
further questioning of the value of doubt, Toby’s response and real-life example suggests 
that doubt enables reasoned decision-making, however, his use of the adjective ‘tiny’ in 
reference to his counterexample could imply his doubt about the strength of his 
counterexample. 
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Category 4: Construction of a theory of Doubt  
During this the 2016 culminating macro-cycle, students continued to explore philosophical 
positions on knowledge acquisition. Notions of doubt were examined as part of this 
exploration. The following section of extracts demonstrates the student’s capacity to 
construct their own notions of epistemic doubt based on discussions during Macro-cycles 
2 and 3 regarding the ways in which we acquire knowledge and understanding. The 
extracts provide examples of the students’ ontological, epistemic and axiological 
understandings of the concept of doubt and its relationship with knowledge acquisition. 
During this macro-cycle students were introduced to a range of philosophical positions as 
stimuli to elicit deliberative dialogue on the concept of knowledge acquisition. Notions of 
doubt were examined as part of this exploration. 
Category 4: Construction of a theory of doubt from 2016 COI data 
Extract from COI 4 
Toby (Year 6): I think doubt is kind of thinking of the brain’s filter, er, getting rid of the stuff 
that we don’t need. So that’s how we are more technologically advanced because our brain 
can filter out – well primitively but it can filter out what we don’t need and that’s how 
humans are so advanced, I guess. 
Teacher/Researcher: What do you mean ‘What we don’t need? What were you thinking 
when you were saying ‘what we don’t need’? 
Toby: Um I’m not sure so – maybe there was well, a big company testing out a new 
product through their science division, you’d have doubt - if it’s not working it’s like, say if 
it’s changing, it’s going to ruin your business and that could be dangerous so you have to 
doubt it, you have to kind of doubt something if you want to carry on. 
Teacher/Researcher: Mm, good.  Okay, I might just add a few qu… Oh sorry, Calan, go 
ahead. 
Calan (Year 4): I think um if you doubt something then um after you do that then you can 
try and figure out the answer because if you doubt it, it makes you want to think about it, 
so… 
Jonah (Year 6): That your knowledge um, I think that he means that your knowledge is er, 
its, is something’s truly your knowledge it has to be your opinion, like you ‘full-heartedly’ 
believe in it. Er maybe doubt, if you doubt it– it’s not really your knowledge, it’s a concept, 
kind of? 
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Further into COI 4 discussion 
Jonah: Um, I think that er - genuine doubt closely er related to ‘wisdom begins with wonder’ 
because the wonder is like the genuine doubt like you wonder something and you think ‘oh 
maybe this is right or that is wrong’ and you know, just like doubt and then through inquiry 
you get a fixed or settled belief which is like wisdom. 
Ellen (Year 5): I kinda think the same thing with opinion and like, knowledge is like a settled 
belief, according to Carlos, like you can’t bend it or change it and opinion is like genuine 
doubt as well, it’s like clay, you can like make stuff with it, you like, it’s not necessarily like, 
like … (pauses) 
Teacher/Researcher: So, what’s like the clay, what relates to the clay? Opinion? 
Ellen: Yeah. 
Teacher/Researcher: So, you can mold it? Okay. Would anybody else like to respond to 
that?  
Alina: No, no. 
Carlos: Um well, I think there’s knowledge and that’s the, your settled beliefs then there’s 
doubts and those are your doubts and there are your opinions and those are the things that 
you are um always thinking about and agreeing with or even changing sometimes. 
Teacher/Researcher: Okay, and where do your thinking habits fit into that? 
Carlos: Um, those are the three categories of thinking habits, like so um, um if all your, if all 
your um, thoughts are in knowledge then you can’t bend, if all your thoughts are in doubts 
then you, you can’t bend but if all your thoughts are in opinion, you can bend really easily. 
 
In the above extract, Toby aimed to define doubt through the analogy of the brain’s filter. 
When asked to clarify this idea he provided a relevant example, first expressing his 
hesitancy with his own thinking. The students grappled with ways to define knowledge, 
opinion and doubt. Jonah’s analysis of doubt and wonder appears to suggest that doubt 
sits between opinion and settled knowledge. Ellen suggested that opinion and genuine 
doubt are like clay in that they can be ‘molded’ although her interjections and long pause 
as she tried to conclude her comment suggest her disequilibrium with her own thoughts.  
When asked about where thinking habits fit in to this, Carlos responded with the theory 
that if you see your thoughts as opinion then you can ‘bend’ but if thoughts are either 
settled or always doubted then reconstruction is not possible. The distinction the student 
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seems to be making is between certainty, absolute scepticism and fallibilism (opinion that 
can be doubted). 
The data below was collected in during the small group interviews and from the students’ 
written artefacts during the second micro-cycle of Macro-cycle 3. Students examined 
philosophical theories of knowledge acquisition and were invited to construct their own 
epistemic frames. 
Construction of a theory of Doubt from 2016 SGFD Data 
Extracts from SGFD data 
Solomon (Year 6): Um, I sort of agree with that like, you have like, you tend to think 
more in-depth – like not just shallow answers, like you sort of need to challenge those 
ideas through doubt, like you have to have that doubt, the doubt that that answer might 
be wrong and then you challenge yourself to like find out what it – how deep you can go. 
Jonah (Year 6): Um yeah, I really like, it’s had a… the impact and you know I tend to 
look at things from a different side now and if I find something I’m interested in or if I 
doubt it I, I question it, I like um’ do I really think that’ and it helps in everyday life 
sometimes, helps with decisions and yeah. 
Building on his previous comment: 
Solomon: Well first I agree with Peirce, like you have to have that genuine doubt for 
your, like I guess you could say um how  you look at it and that’s how I acquire um -  
experience and understanding like I  guess you could say that understanding things you 
need the experience to do it so and  you also need the doubt to do it, like sort of  going 
back a little bit, like someone used it this morning – people didn’t like think Pluto was a 
planet until they had the genuine doubt inside them and so  then they did more like 
scientific like explore, explorations and then they genuinely found out that it was a planet  
so that genuine doubt should be running in the back of your mind at all times, like  I have 
a doubt right now I’m going to make a mistake but  I,  I’ve had the experience of talking 
for, for pretty much all my life. 
Jonah: Okay, um well I think you come to it through – like yes you need that genuine 
doubt to start off but then um like you can do two things to further explore that genuine 
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doubt - you can have a discussion, see what other people think or then you can um 
experience it and make up a decision for yourself and um so like yeah, ‘cause that 
inquiry can be just talking or it can actually be experience. 
Toby (Year 6): Well, my theory was that I wrote this morning around – it was our 
knowledge, our basket of knowledge is pretty much what we do, what we experience 
what we accept and what we doubt so - yeah. 
Simon (Year 5): Well I sort of disagree with what I said but um I think what my theory is, 
is that I think that like you need to ask questions to get knowledge and then you use that 
knowledge to the best that you can. 
Teacher/Researcher: Yes, that’s different from what you said yesterday.  
Emiliano (Year 5): I think that basically you find the knowledge you absorb it into you – 
you fiddle with it and try to find um like how to use that new, new-found knowledge so 
that’s how you understand and acquire the knowledge. 
Juno (Year 4):  Well I’m not quite sure if I’ve sort of already answered this but, well, well 
when I hear different people – different thoughts well sometimes it changes my thinking 
habits – like I said it makes me think differently about things and, sometimes I make lots 
of counterexamples which - and just and lots of philo, philosophy things. 
Carlos (Year 4): Yeah, challenging to keep my opinion – and I’m like that because my 
opinion is always changing on how I look at things. 
From students’ written artefacts collected after COI4 on the day prior to the 
SGFDs: 
Ellen (Year 5): My theory on how we acquire knowledge and understanding is all beliefs 
should be doubted. 
Emiliano (Year 5): My theory on how we acquire knowledge and understanding is we 
desire to find knowledge, find it and absorb it. 
Carlos (Year 4): How we acquire knowledge is making a fixed belief. 
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Erica (Year 6): My theory on how we acquire knowledge and understanding is we build 
on others’ ideas and think about our past experience. 
Jonah (Year 6) My theory on how we acquire knowledge is through doubting or testing 
an opinion’s legitimacy until it is proven right or wrong; this can be done through inquiry 
or experiencing it. 
Felipe (Year 6): My theory on how you acquire knowledge and understanding is that 
opinion and doubt can be discussed or deeply thought [about] to have a belief or 
knowledge. 
Juno (Year 4): My theory on how we acquire knowledge and understanding is having 
your own perspective. 
 
The above comments suggest an understanding of the role of genuine doubt in inquiry 
akin to that proposed by Peirce. Overall, responses from the students imply that genuine 
doubt provides the experience that could lead to knowledge. Jonah made the distinction 
between an inquiry that is ‘just talking’ or one that is an actual ‘experience’. Here it 
appears he is suggesting that it is the way you ‘further explore’ the genuine doubt that 
provides the experience that could lead you to knowledge and that ‘just talking’, similar to 
Peirce’s concept of paper doubt, would not generally lead to knowledge acquisition.  His 
written reflection suggests ‘testing an opinion’s legitimacy until it is proven right or wrong’, 
which echoes Peirce’s idea that inquiry forms the space between genuine doubt and fixed 
or settled belief. Simon noted that he had changed his mind about his written response 
from the previous day, indicating his sustained openness to doubt. Responses from the 
students collectively implied that knowledge is shaped by the following factors: one’s life 
experiences; disequilibrium with beliefs and opinions; preparedness to test beliefs; 
participating in shared, deliberative discussions; and through the process of refection and 
action. 
Conclusion 
The emergence of genuine doubt relies an interrelationship of specific conditions: 
engagement with rich ideas that enable construction of knowledge and opinions, use of 
intellectual inquiry tools to support thinking, and experiences that promote self- and peer-
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assessment. Through analysis of the data on doubt, it became evident that the elements of 
DRT were strengthened by the students’ examination of their individual and collective 
doubt as a community. This chapter illustrates the types of DRT possible when students 
are provided with the opportunity to participate in CPI under the aforementioned 
conditions. Peirce (1877) perceived genuine doubt to occur when an action or ‘real’ 
experience brings about a feeling of disequilibrium, resulting in one’s need to revise an 
existing belief, thus initiating an inquiry process. When students are provided with rigorous 
inquiry experiences that facilitate ongoing self- and peer-assessment, they learn to skilfully 
shift between the positions of genuine disequilibrium and equilibrium whilst understanding 
the impermanency of any fixed belief. This in turn, allows them to examine and reshape 
their own beliefs and carefully consider those of others. 
Doubt emerges within the inquiry through a convergence of several doubt indicators as 
discussed earlier in this chapter. This could be evident within an individual comment or 
collectively throughout an episode of several comments. This convergence stimulates the 
collaborative examination of doubt as part of CPI. Through the experience of DRT in 
relation to the examination of collective doubt, students begin to understand their own 
fallibility and further to this, embrace sustained disequilibrium. This is evidenced according 
to the following four overlapping categories of doubt emergence:  
1. Students’ hesitancy with their own thinking or opinions. The hesitancy may be 
stated by the student or observed through the considered ways in which they 
structure their responses, punctuated with thinking pauses in the form of ‘um’, ‘like’ 
and the inclusion of phrases such as ‘I think’ or ‘I guess’. 
2. An attitude of openness to sustained disequilibrium. This was evidenced by the 
ways in which they used doubt to assist them to make sense of philosophical 
concepts and by the ways in which they dealt with their own epistemic doubt. 
3. Students’ provocation of doubt within the community in response to their own 
disequilibrium with an idea. It was noted that a small number of students had 
mastered a level of DRT in which they were able to examine their own genuine 
doubt through skilful cultivation of collective dissonance within the community. 
These students created a ZPD for others who had not yet mastered this skill. 
4. Students’ metacognitive notions of epistemic doubt. Students shaped and moulded 
their beliefs in response to their own internalisation of the collective thinking and 
learning. 
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Interestingly, the category of students’ tentativeness with their own responses was 
more notably observed in the 2012 data, although there were many instances of 
implied hesitancy in the 2013 - 2016 data, noted by their cautious articulation of their 
own ideas, evidenced by interjections, pauses (-), filler words and through revision of 
words or phrases. These can also be noted 2016 example extracts, however I have not 
listed them in this category as the evidence did not strongly evidence doubt in this 
form. The students’ openness to uncertainty was more apparent in the 2016 data.  
Provocation of doubt was evidenced through all macro-cycles but purposeful use of the 
intellectual tools and processes to provoke doubt was inconsistent in the 2012 data. 
The construction of the students’ own philosophical notions on doubt took place in 
2016 and this would have been directly attributed to the focus on philosophical theory 
relating to doubt during that macro-cycle. Conclusions drawn from the analysis of times 
when doubt emerged during the investigation will be included in the next chapter. 
 
 
  
180 
CHAPTER 9 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
Introduction 
This thesis is the outcome of many years of thinking regarding the theory of practice, DRT. 
The investigation is novel in that DRT can be considered a reconstruction of the essential 
elements of philosophy with children and living model of philosophical inquiry. The 
definition of DRT has been reconstructed as the investigation progressed in response to 
analysis and evaluation of the data over the three macro-cycles. DRT in the context of this 
thesis is an overarching term coined to define a specific way of thinking and engaging in 
learning emerging from a balanced, dynamic interplay among four key elements:  the 
development of a repertoire of intellectual skills and processes; sustained engagement in 
philosophising; ongoing self- and peer-assessment; and examination of doubt. (see 
Diagram 9.1).  
DRT is described as a theory of practice for both thinking and learning, underpinned by 
tenets of socio-cultural, pragmatist theories. The theoretical perspectives share several 
commonalities regarding the interconnections between thinking and learning. In the socio-
cultural sense, DRT involves interaction between the intrapsychological and 
interpsychological levels as defined by Vygotsky (1978).  Students develop individual 
thinking practices as they internalise collaborative dialogue and monitor their thinking 
though on-going self- and peer-assessment within the social context of the COI. DRT 
focuses on the interactions between individual and collective thinking and learning. 
Thinking is scaffolded by the teacher and ‘more capable peers’, thus creating and 
widening the ZPD within the community. Learning occurs as thoughts are shared out loud 
enabling participants to access to new ways of thinking (Vygotsky, 1978, p.86).  
DRT draws also on pragmatic theory to describe the interaction between thinking and 
learning, specifically in reference to Dewey’s pragmatist notion of thinking. Dewey (1916) 
refers to thinking as ‘learning that employs and rewards mind’ (p.153), describing the act of 
thinking as actively seeking to understand the ways in which actions are connected to 
consequences and further, how thinking is extended as we learn more about how we fit 
into our world. Dewey (1938) argued that aspects of previous experiences are continually 
modified and reconstructed to shape future experiences. He coined this ‘the principle of 
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continuity of experience’ (p.35), further positing that experience does not only take place 
internally – it is also shaped through interaction with others. Dewey (1916) proposed that 
improvement in learning relied upon the conditions that enable development of thinking. 
DRT develops thinking as it enables individual students to experience the internal thoughts 
of the community as they collaborate to co-construct knowledge within the COI. The 
learning occurs within the COI when students, through a deliberate, ongoing process of 
self and peer assessment, begin to shape and reconstruct their own thinking through 
‘educative’ interactions with the thinking of others (p. 163).  
 
Figure 9-1 Deep Reflective Thinking (DRT) 
 This chapter describes the results that emerged from three macro-cycles in response to 
the research question framing each macro-cycle. Conclusions drawn and implications for 
the construction of a theory of practice have been organised and discussed under each 
research question and key limitations of the study have been outlined. The conclusion of 
the chapter begins with a description of the elements (and sub-elements of DRT), outlining 
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when and how they emerged as necessary conditions to for the development of DRT. 
Further, the implications of an expanded notion of CPI for contemporary primary 
classrooms have been identified. Chapter 9 discusses recommendations for future CPI 
practices and further research in this area, specifically regarding student engagement, 
teacher pedagogy, curriculum delivery and philosophy teacher PD. 
Research Question 1 Development of DRT  
What aspects of DRT can occur as a result of teaching specific philosophical 
inquiry tools and processes within CPI? 
This section focuses on development of DRT in relation to the key elements initially 
proposed: sustained practice in philosophising, development of a repertoire of tools and 
processes, sustained practice in philosophising, metacognitive practice and reconstruction 
of experience. Conclusions drawn from the results of chapter 6 have been unpacked under 
the following key findings: use of tools, collaborative inquiry practices, and self and peer 
assessment.  
Mastery and synthesis of intellectual tools 
The research evidenced variable mastery and synthesis of intellectual tools during the 
initial macro-cycle (2012) and interestingly, mastery and synthesis were higher in the Year 
2/3 class than the Year 4/5 class overall. Students demonstrated greater mastery with the 
tools of analogy and connecting over the two classes, while distinctions and summarising 
gained the least traction overall. Both classes tested reasoning with counterexamples 
when prompted but did not actively test reasoning of their own volition. The Year 2/3 class 
were beginning to use relevant questioning during communities of inquiry, but the Year 4/5 
class asked very few questions overall. However, both classes reflected on the need for 
questioning during communities of inquiry. The varying degrees of students’ use of the 
intellectual tools could be attributed to the short timeframe in which the students had been 
working with the introduced tools. During the SGFDs students reflected on their interest in 
learning to construct analogies and connect concepts and ideas. Many students identified 
challenges regarding questioning. The participating teachers’ comments also concurred 
with the students’ reflections. The tool of analogy was used frequently; however, only a 
small number of students had mastered the skill of constructing well-reasoned analogies. 
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Analogy enabled these students to illustrate their thinking in ways that made sense to the 
community and through this skill, multiple zones of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978; 
Brown, 1992) were formed within the community. This was evidenced by the ways in 
which some students within the group reconstructed the original analogies to make 
meaning for themselves, as demonstrated by Jonah. When asked whether doing 
philosophy can help people become wise, he replied: “Oh definitely! It improves your 
thinking ability so much – it’s like an upgrade to your brain” (Jonah, Year 4, 2014). In this 
example Jonah repurposed his ‘upgrade’ analogy from a COI in 2012 in which he 
described imagination as an upgrade to thinking. The work with analogy facilitated 
students’ capacity to see connections among the ideas presented. 
Students’ low-level deployment of questioning could be attributed to the emphasis placed 
on relevance during the teaching communities of inquiry. During the teaching communities 
of inquiry (see Chapter 5), students had been asked to consider the relevance of their 
questions regarding the direction of the inquiry and whether the question would lead to 
further depth of collective understanding for the community. This may have caused 
students to become more hesitant about the quality of the questions they were wanting to 
ask. However, this requirement also encouraged the students to sustain a focus on 
collective epistemic progress and self- and peer-assessment. The tools of distinction-
making and summarising were introduced towards the end of the macro-cycle, so students 
had less time to focus on these skills. Although students’ capacity to use the tools steadily 
progressed over Macro-cycle 1, they were unable to signpost the use of tools through 
metalanguage or recognise the tool’s impact on the direction of the inquiry. It was evident 
that a longer timeframe was required for students to develop an understanding of the 
interrelationship of inquiry tools and epistemic progress. 
Collaborative inquiry processes 
Collaborative inquiry processes in Macro-cycle 1 research were characterised by 
developing community and raising the bar. There was strong evidence to support the 
development of community within each classroom. Students progressively used the 
procedures and language as they developed more skill with the ways in which they dealt 
with questions, concepts and ideas. One of the protocols that supported collaborative 
engagement was to disagree reasonably and respectfully. Students began to extend this 
beyond their own disagreement with an idea to the ways in which they dealt others’ 
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disagreement of their own ideas. It could be argued that it was the collective 
understanding of ways in which to test reasoning that facilitated the students’ ease with 
disagreement and their skill in dealing with it reasonably and respectfully. It was noted 
anecdotally on several occasions (in Teacher/Researcher journal) that students 
appropriated the tools at a higher level when they were fully engaged with the questions 
and ideas under discussion in ways that challenged their thinking. The students who 
raised the bar in most instances were those who initially seemed able to take up the spirit 
and practical elements of philosophical inquiry and engage others with their ideas. Their 
capacity to do this was possibly due to the level of understanding and skill they reached at 
this time. Deeper understanding and skills enables engagement, but alternatively genuine 
engagement promotes deeper understanding and skill. This points to the importance for 
teachers to recognise the role these students take within their class community and to 
provide experiences that will enable them to form ZPDs for others within the class. This, 
once again, highlights the benefits of building collaborative processes and community 
through shared authority within classrooms.  
Self and peer assessment 
The construct of ongoing self- and peer-assessment was formed through the emergence 
of students’ capacities to combine metacognitive practice with reconstruction of 
experience. Evidence of the students’ metacognitive capacities was predominantly 
gleaned from the SGFDs. The students in both classes evidenced a high level of 
metacognitive skill when prompted by questions or teacher comments. However, it was 
noted that metacognitive understanding increased when students applied their 
metacognitive skills in a practical context. They were better able to consolidate their 
learning when they reconstructed the experience of thinking met in another context. This 
could be in the form of another COI or in another learning area altogether. Each new COI 
created a new context as the knowledge understanding and skills of the community shifted 
in response to previous learning. 
Most students evidenced elements of DRT as stand-alone capacities; however, at this 
point fewer than half the students purposefully combined the elements to make individual 
or collective epistemic progress and many students still required reminders about on-task 
learning behaviours, collaborative protocols, focused questioning and increased facilitation 
to reach deeper levels of thinking. Therefore, it could not be said that DRT was 
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consistently used during communities of inquiry. Many students had developed a 
repertoire of skills and processes and/or metacognitive practices and a small number of 
students could reconstruct these learning experiences in and beyond the CPI context. This 
was a reasonable place to have arrived after six months of research; however, it became 
evident at this point that DRT required more than just appropriation or reappropriation of 
individual aspects of DRT (i.e. Intellectual tools or processes). To enable deeper 
intellectual inquiry, greater interaction among all aspects of DRT would be necessary. Use 
of specific aspects of DRT improved thinking but it was the interaction among its integral 
elements (see Figure 9.1) that lifted thinking and learning more noticeably. 
Research Question 2: DRT and philosophising 
In what ways could DRT facilitate students’ capacity to philosophise?  
Research Question 2 frames the second macro-cycle (2013, 2014) focusing on the ways 
in which students used elements of DRT to philosophise. The discussion builds on to the 
previous section through the three following aspects observed in Macro-cycle 2: 
purposeful use of philosophical tools and processes to deconstruct philosophical positions 
on their ideas; construction of their own philosophical theories; ongoing self- and peer-
assessment; and genuine engagement with the questions and ideas under discussion. 
Use of philosophical tools and processes 
The Macro-cycle 2 data evidenced use of the tools and processes in more complex ways 
than the previous macro-cycle. During Macro-cycle 1 the students began to deploy the 
tools during CPI sessions, but only a small number of the students deployed the tools 
purposefully and habitually. During the second macro-cycle, more students had developed 
a repertoire of tools and process and this enabled them to synthesise their new skills for 
the purpose of shifting the inquiry to a deeper level. In addition to this, the students’ 
evidenced a high level of attention to processes that enable effective collaboration during 
COI. The abovementioned shifts could be attributed to the ways in which the tools and 
processes had been introduced during the teaching communities of inquiry of 2012. All 
new learning had included focused teaching of ways in which to sustain self- and peer-
assessment of the newly introduced tool or collaborative inquiry process. Thus, the 
students developed not only the skills of intellectual inquiry but also the metacognitive 
practices to test the effectiveness of their application of the learning. An example of this 
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can be seen in the way that Toby presented the following analogy about how he perceived 
wisdom. In the extract below he built and reconstructed the idea and provided further 
explanation for the community as he was presenting his thoughts. Along with the process 
of providing an analogy, Toby was also thinking about the way in which the analogy 
worked. His ongoing self-assessment saw him reshaping his articulation of his thoughts to 
better illustrate his thinking for the community. Although on the surface it may seem that 
the students’ articulation of the idea is unnecessarily prolix, the example demonstrates 
purposeful self-assessment in action.  
I’m relating it to like a power cord or a sparker of electricity – like yeah, a power 
cord  because -  power in general, because like you can live without power but like 
the power’s an extension, like you can live without wisdom, it’s just you won’t be 
very successful, and like you don’t have to but usually your more successful if you 
have power ‘cause you can’t really cook dinner  hat well – you have to put it on a 
fire – it’s easier to get around with power and it’s much easier to get around with 
wisdom (Toby Year 4). 
The ongoing use of self- and peer-assessment facilitated the formation of thinking habits 
within and beyond the habitat in which they originated (Dewey, 1938). Ongoing self- and 
peer-assessment together with the development of collaborative inquiry processes, 
facilitated the collective progress of the class as a community of inquirers. The teaching 
method used for the skills and processes enabled the students to appropriate and 
reappropriate the learning when dealing with philosophical abstraction.  All skills and 
processes had been taught in conjunction with ways to assess their own use of the tool 
and how this impacted the collective thinking in the community (see Appendices D, E, F & 
G). Their capacity to use tools and processes purposefully to progress the inquiry also 
relied upon the students’ appropriation of self and peer assessment methods. Therefore, 
the evidence from this investigation suggests teaching of the intellectual inquiry tools and 
processes can be more effective when contextualised (in COI) and combined with focused 
teaching of self and peer assessment.  
Analysing philosophical concepts and ideas 
The results overall demonstrate the students’ capacity to analyse philosophical concepts 
and ideas at a level beyond initial expectations prior to commencement of the research. 
Greater evidence of this emerged during the second macro-cycles. The focus on the 
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substantive elements of CPI during these macrocycles would have contributed to the 
students’ capacity to deal with abstraction. The exploration of philosophical notions and 
the requirement to reflect on the ontological, epistemological and axiological aspects of the 
ideas under discussion enabled collective meaning-making. Individual students articulated 
their interpretation of philosophical concepts and ideas in ways that others could access, 
thus widening the ZPD for the community (Brown, 1992, 1994; Vygotsky, 1978). Access to 
the philosophical ideas through peer scaffolding created apposite conditions to facilitate 
collective understanding and cultivate co-construction of knowledge (Sharp, 1987). In 
addition, during the second and third macrocycles the students demonstrated increasing 
capacities to appropriate the intellectual tools and processes within communities of inquiry. 
The students moved through a process of mastery of specific tools to synthesis of several 
tools during macro-cycle 1 to deployment of synthetic tools in genuine inquiry sessions 
during the latter macrocycles. The ongoing practice of self and peer assessment enabled 
the students to recognise the epistemic progress of the community and prompted analysis 
of their own contributions to the discussion. Carlos noted that he enjoyed it when others 
presented him with counter-arguments. When asked why, he responded:  
“Cause it will make me experience more thoughts on other things and it will, it will 
help me um, um know what I’m saying – cause I will be able to – I will have 
experienced more opinions and more – and I’ll, I’ll say more things about my 
opinions because when your opinions change you have something new to say - 
about that” (Carlos, Year 4). 
Another aspect that emerged from the data was the role of the ‘more capable peers within 
community’ (Vygotsky, 1978) on the collective growth of the class community. Initially it 
was these students who consistently demonstrated high uptake of the skills and processes 
and in addition were able to reconstruct the learning in ways that enabled facilitated the 
learning of other students within the group. This is a useful example of an intersection 
between the work of Vygotsky (1978) specifically in relation to the ZPD and Dewey (1916) 
and his theory of thinking as experience. Students were able to build on the enacted DRT 
experiences of their more capable peers within the community and through this, develop 
their own DRT capacities. Therefore, when commencing philosophy classes and building 
community within the classroom, it would be important for teachers as facilitators of the 
COI to understand the ways the more capable peers can impact the collective thinking of 
the community. It is these students who create the scaffolding on which other students can 
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begin to build their knowledge, understanding and skill. In the Deweyan sense, the power 
is shared within the community and the aim for epistemic progress becomes a shared aim, 
not solely the focus of the facilitator. When facilitating communities of inquiry, the teacher 
should not only be concerned with the inquiry direction, but also remain open to 
opportunities for students to model and drive new learning (Dewey, 1916, 1938).  
Construction of beliefs 
The emphasis on the students’ construction of their own philosophical ideas enabled them 
to understand what it means to philosophise. The students were asked to consider all 
concepts and ideas under discussion through the overarching philosophical lenses of 
being, knowing and valuing.  In addition, they were encouraged to continually ask 
themselves the question: How am I connected to this? 
Through this philosophical ‘auditing’ process, they developed and sustained the practice of 
philosophising. Additionally, students were introduced to theories of various philosophical 
positions by key philosophers on knowledge acquisition. This was similar to the ways in 
which Lipman introduced various philosophical ideas in the history of philosophy through 
his purpose-written stories-as-text, but also novel in that the participating students 
themselves created the narrative thread as the direction of the inquiry followed their 
questions and interests. This process facilitated engagement among the participating 
students, and in turn, proliferated a higher level of care for the quality of their contributions 
to the discussion. In the following extract, Juno expressed his care for the thinking of the 
community. 
“I like to care what other people think about different kinds of ideas. … it makes me 
think different um ways, because I like, I could think something and then I may 
change how I think about something and I like how I just get to hear different, about 
different opinions” (Juno, Year 4). 
Ongoing self- and peer-assessment 
During Macro-cycle 2 many students used various combinations of elements of DRT to 
engage with complex philosophical ideas. Furthermore, an increasing number of students 
reflected metacognitively on their use of DRT to engage with abstraction. Their 
metacognitive understandings went beyond their ability to evaluate the learning in that the 
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students combined both metacognitive skill and reconstruction of experience to a level in 
which their ongoing self- and peer-assessment enabled continual modification of 
previously enacted experiences (Dewey, 1938). Ongoing self- and peer-assessment 
requires students to think metacognitively and then take evaluative action by 
reconstructing the thinking experience in and beyond its original context. It can be argued 
that this would not be possible without the sustained focus on teaching how to reflect 
during the teaching communities of inquiry of Macro-cycle 1. It was the participation in 
these experiences that encouraged students to develop the skills required to review and 
reshape their ongoing experiences with CPI and beyond. Students not only began to 
recognise their own fallibility, they welcomed it.  
Engagement with the questions, concepts and ideas  
Eliciting genuine student engagement can prove challenging for inexperienced facilitators 
of the COI. Engagement cultivates passion but in order to engage students initially, the 
discussion needs to be interesting enough to capture their attention and sufficiently 
challenging to sustain engagement. This creates a tension between facilitating the creative 
space for students to construct their own meanings and enabling time to develop 
community within the classroom. Development of a thinking community requires students 
to reflect on their participation within the community and continually reshape their learning 
behaviours in response to new understandings. Therefore, it can be inferred that 
engagement is inextricably connected to the ongoing practice of self and peer 
assessment. Evidence of engagement emerged through the way in which the students 
presented carefully considered responses to questions during this stage of the research. 
Their reflective responses in both SGFDs and communities of inquiry had been well-
considered, evidencing the students’ care for the construction, relevance and quality of 
their responses. The students’ well-considered responses could be partly attributed to the 
overt focus on metacognitive skills and practice. However, as evidenced by the data, this 
level of care for the articulation of collective and individual thinking could also be attributed 
to the students’ capacity to use DRT to genuinely engage with the ideas. In the response 
below, Marissa has reflected on the impact of her participation in the research. 
I think it’s made me think more like carefully and like the brains kinda got a filter in 
there like a more careful - back in Grade 4 I used to just say things without like 
thinking I guess, and then, now I’m looking back and like ‘why did I say that?’ And 
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then I’m like, I’ve got a lot of counterexamples to it so it kind of made me be a bit 
more careful (Marisa, Year 5) 
When students don’t have the skills to deal with complex ideas they will often disengage 
with the discussion. There was a noticeable shift in engagement from 2012 to 2013 and 
this could be largely attributed to the purposeful selection of the participating students in 
2013. However, from 2013 to 2014 and beyond, there was also a noticeable shift in 
engagement. This cohort of participating students consisted of predominantly the same 
group of students from the previous year. Some students from the previous year had gone 
on to high school and a few students who were new to the investigation were included in 
this cohort. Several interrelated factors could explain the increase in engagement: firstly, 
the students’ use of DRT was increasing, both collectively and individually, due to ongoing 
practice. An increasing number of students evidenced appropriation of the learning and 
DRT was used more frequently to assist the epistemic progress of the community. 
Secondly, the inquiry path enabled students to follow their own interests and those of the 
community. This allowed the students to experience ownership over their learning. A third 
influencing factor could also be that they felt valued as individual learners and collectively 
as a community. The students demonstrated genuine responsibility for their collective role 
of co-inquirers. Furthermore, development of the collaborative processes enabled all 
participants to work in ways that indicated they value the thinking of others. The factors 
influencing student engagement could be important for teachers to consider when deciding 
how they could implement the intended curriculum to enact genuine inquiries, not only in 
the discipline of philosophy but in all curriculum areas. If students can engage with the 
ideas, deeper learning will take place. Further, deep learning will enable the more capable 
students to examine ideas in ways that would scaffold the learning for others within the 
community and this in turn, would help to increase the skill level of the learning community 
overall. In the extract below, Alina shared her thoughts on impact of engagement on her 
own practice. 
“We had a clean out of our philosophy [reflection journal] book and um that’s when I 
noticed I [had] started thinking differently because we started getting more - I 
started getting more engaged in all the lessons and I started listening to other 
people and thought ‘hey that might be right’ “(Alina, Year 6).  
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Research Question 3: DRT and doubt 
To what extent can engagement in DRT instigate students’ consideration of 
epistemic doubt within the community of inquiry? 
Initially, the research focused on extent to which engagement in DRT instigated students’ 
consideration of epistemic doubt within the COI. In doing this, it became apparent 
students’ DRT capacities were strengthened by their examination of their individual and 
collective doubt as a community; thus, another question emerged:  In what ways do 
students’ examination of epistemic doubt build their DRT capacities? The emergence of 
doubt will be discussed under each of the following categories: students’ hesitancy with 
their own thinking or ideas; openness to sustained disequilibrium; provocation of doubt 
within the community; and formulation of students’ own notions of doubt. 
Students’ hesitancy with their own thinking or ideas 
This category formed in two ways: articulation of hesitancy with one’s own idea, and 
revision of thinking in response to further discussion. Hesitancy with one’s own ideas may 
seem, on the surface, to a problematic for thinking but in the instances evidenced in this 
research, students were cautious because they were aiming to present their ideas in ways 
that others could understand, build on or work with, or sometimes just to test the idea out 
within the community. Fear of disagreement did not appear to be a key reason for 
hesitancy in these instances, possibly because the students by this stage had developed 
their DRT capacities to a point where they understood exploration of disagreement as 
integral to the process. Further, their collaborative skills and processes enabled them to 
deal with disagreement reasonably and respectfully. Their revision of thinking in response 
to further discussion evidenced their willingness to ‘let go’ of ideas that no longer made 
sense to them. This also highlights the growth of their individual and collective identities as 
inquirers. Further support of this was the students’ capacity to move on when the 
discussion have moved away from the ideas they were wanting to present, as evidenced 
in the communities of inquiry and reflected upon in the SGFDs. If students are not able to 
let go of ideas then it is very difficult for the community to reach depth of understanding or 
make epistemic progress as the ideas continually skim the surface. This is an important 
point to consider when facilitating communities of inquiry but also extends to other learning 
areas. 
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Openness to sustained uncertainty 
This disposition is linked to the previous in that it appears that if students are taught to let 
go of ideas that will no longer progress the community, then they are more open to 
disequilibrium and doubt.  As part of the COI the students were able to share any ideas 
that they had not had a chance to share on completion of the discussion. This process 
often prompted them to reflect on and reconsider their idea given new understandings. 
Throughout all COI and SGFD data, there is evidence of students’ openness to 
uncertainty. Over time, an increase was noted in both the number of students evidencing 
this disposition and the types of uncertainty of which the students were prepared to 
examine. Not all of this data evidenced students’ doubt but it can be argued that openness 
to uncertainty is a necessary (but not sufficient) precursor to doubt. Therefore, it is 
important for teachers to cultivate this disposition within the community. Sustained practice 
of the elements of DRT facilitates sustained openness to uncertainty thus enabling 
students to consider doubt and in turn, examination of doubt strengthens the students’ 
DRT capacities.  
By highlighting the role of genuine doubt in community of inquiry pedagogy using 
DRT, we have argued that the Peircean blocks to inquiry can be removed. Through 
the DRT framework, students are provided with the philosophical tools to overcome 
the fear of doubt through understanding their own fallibility and that of others. 
(Burgh, Thornton, Fynes-Clinton, 2018). 
The extract below provides an example by Tate of his understanding of how philosophy 
had enabled him to embrace the uncertainty of his own opinions through discussion with 
others. 
I thought that philosophy did sort of built myself today [who I am today] - sort of like 
that because I’m - I usually think philosophically - I don’t think from my own 
perspective and I also with philosophy I like to think of reasoning – a lot more – like 
when I was younger and I didn’t do philosophy I think I was much more sorta  in my 
own negative fixed mind set as you could say – but after I sorta’  started getting into 
philosophy I realised that there’s a  lot of things that you can do and you can 
discuss and  life’s better when you discuss things and you talk about things rather 
than having you your own opinion in and not having other people’s sort of feedback 
and not having a discussion about things (Tate, Year 5). 
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Provocation of doubt within the community 
When students provoke doubt within the community it can be assumed that they do so 
either to express their own uncertainty regarding the ideas presented or to provoke doubt 
by playing devil’s advocate, both of which contribute to the cultivation of genuine doubt. 
The data has shown that the students were able to apply a range of philosophical inquiry 
skills to support their provocation such as: questioning relevant to the point under 
discussion; persistence with an idea that challenges the general views of the community; 
counterexamples or alternative suggestions; and/or a change of mind in response to the 
ideas of others. As outlined in the previous chapter, genuine doubt is usually only 
experienced by a small number of students within a COI and it is often these students who 
provoke doubt with an idea. This provocation of doubt has the capacity to cultivate doubt in 
other members of the community.  
The data has shown that “students who experience genuine doubt are inclined to 
grapple with ideas to create meaning and to engage in inquiry with others to find 
ways to explore their ideas. One student’s doubt can lead to other students sharing 
similar doubts, which has the potential to lead to ‘collective doubt’ that could 
become a significant indicator of epistemic progress during CPI” (Burgh, Thornton & 
Fynes-Clinton, 2018)  
Construction of their own notions of doubt 
During Macrocycles 2 and 3, students had been introduced to several philosophical 
theories in relation to knowledge acquisition. Their development of DRT enabled them to 
deal with complex abstract theories in ways that would be considered well beyond their 
year level expectations. Throughout the investigation and especially in Macro-cycle 3, the 
students were encouraged to construct and test their own theories of knowledge 
acquisition. The concept of doubt was examined and analysed by many students as they 
constructed and reconstructed theoretical understandings. Consideration of historical 
notions of doubt enabled them to think metacognitively about the connections between 
their own thinking and the notions of philosophers throughout history. It can be argued that 
teaching the students to philosophise using the method developed for this research 
enabled the student participants to develop dispositions of openness to the fallibility of 
their own beliefs. Their DRT skills cultivated genuine inquiry and genuine inquiry opened 
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the space for genuine doubt to emerge. As this process took place with increasing 
frequency, DRT became more apparent within the community.  
Limitations of the study 
This section outlines the four key limitations of the study: teacher skill in CPI; knowledge 
and understanding of the inquiry process; selection of participating students, and 
transferability of the design. Relevant interconnections among the limitations have also 
been discussed, specifically regarding the replication of the study in schools that do not 
teach CPI. 
Teacher skill in CPI 
The original plan for this study was to complete the entire data collection during 2012.  
However as Macro-cycle 1 progressed it became apparent that the participating teachers 
had not yet developed the skills to facilitate the students’ development of DRT. This 
required a more extensive knowledge of philosophical theories and in addition, a deep 
understanding of how to teach ongoing self- and peer-assessment, both of which appear 
to be only scantly touched upon in current philosophy teacher training programs. To 
replicate this investigation, the teaching communities of inquiry and the inquiries would 
need to be facilitated by teachers who had reached that level of skill.  
Knowledge and understanding of the collaborative inquiry process 
Building on the limitation of teacher skill, teacher knowledge and understanding of the 
inquiry process is also a key limitation. Although inquiry learning is the proposed 
pedagogical approach for most learning areas of the Australian curriculum, the process of 
inquiry is generally not well understood or effectively implemented by class teachers. This 
is most likely due to the time constraints imposed by an overcrowded curriculum; an 
emphasis on content-driven units of work that leave little time for consideration of process; 
and teacher accountability for ensuring the national achievement standards in literacy and 
numeracy are met above all other curriculum considerations. This thesis proposes a living 
model of inquiry through systematic development and synthesis of all the DRT elements. 
In theory, many teachers perceive collaboration and inquiry to be important classroom 
practices; however, in practice they feel they are not able to devote the time needed to 
assist their students to develop these skills. Until teachers can experience the success of 
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the model, they may not perceive this way of learning to be a way forward. Thus, a 
significant issue would be finding ways to encourage teachers to commit to the process in 
its entirety.    
Selection of participating students 
The participating students in Macro-cycle 1 of the study were a 2/3 year-level class and a 
4/5 level class. Initially a 6/7 level class was to be included but due to school-based 
decision this class did not continue with the research. These classes were selected to 
provide a spread of year levels through which to observe the development of DRT.  
Students selected to participate in the SGFDs had demonstrated their ability to interpret 
and articulate the thinking of the group during The COIs. The students who participated in 
this discussion were selected for their ability to speak on behalf of the group and present 
an interpretation of the collective thinking of their class community. Their capacity to 
articulate clearly was the key justification for their selection as time would not have 
permitted me to interview all students in each class. The selected groups included two 
students in each group who took part in all three SGFD sand one or two students that only 
took part in one of the SGFDs. The justification for this element of the selection was to 
identify connections amongst three micro-cycles and also to incorporate new ideas. The 
small number of students that represented each class could have impacted on the levels 
of thinking demonstrated. However, this thesis focused on DRT as a phenomenon and of 
what students could be capable, given collaborative conditions conducive to the 
development of DRT and the impact of their capacities on the community, not what all 
students could demonstrate at that time. As the interest was on the collective impact of 
thinking and learning, it was not expected that all students would demonstrate similar use 
of the skills individually. 
During Macro-cycle 1, there was a tension between making progress within the inquiry and 
building community within the classroom and between individual and collective dimensions 
in the everyday life of the classroom.  Disengagement was often an issue with individual 
students in both classes, especially during the initial stages of the macro-cycle. As 
students became more aware of the process and began to master the inquiry tools, fewer 
students disengaged during COIs and the level of collective disengagement decreased.  
Collective engagement began to grow when students understood the processes and could 
see that their active participation in the COI had the potential to make it more engaging for 
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everyone in the community. If disengagement is linked to the students’ lack of 
understanding and skill, then it would be important to also come up with new ways to deal 
with students’ disengagement during the time it takes for them to gain skills and 
understandings. However, this created a tension for the research path as the key focus 
was on the possible capacities of students under specific conditions, it was decided to 
collect further data in the mixed-year class. Further research would be needed to address 
the issue of disengagement in mainstream classes.  
During Macro-cycles 2 and 3 students were selected due to their interest in thinking 
philosophically. The purpose of this was to examine the degree to which students can 
develop DRT when provided with a specific set of conditions as outlined above and in 
addition, given the opportunity to work with other students who were committed to the 
process and willing to engage with a range of philosophical ideas. In response to the 
above-mentioned limitation, these lessons were implemented in times that did not interfere 
with student’s class learning; therefore, all students were able to be interviewed on 
completion of each macro- and micro-cycle.  
Transferability of the design 
All three of the above limitations are linked to transferability of the design. It would be 
difficult to replicate the design in schools where philosophy is not taught. This would 
require considerable professional development for staff, pedagogy and curriculum 
modifications and explicit attention to the development and maintenance of classroom 
learning communities. Additionally, replication of this study in a general primary classroom 
would require a significantly longer timeframe and possibly considerable on-going teacher 
support. Additionally, substantial funding for PD and instructional coaching would be 
essential. The design would have greater transferability in schools that have already 
developed a whole-school commitment to philosophy with children. However, even in more 
experienced philosophy schools, it would be useful to designate an experienced 
philosophy teacher/coach to guide the research. 
Although replication of the design in its entirety would only be possible under specific 
conditions (as discussed in Chapter 5), replication of elements of the design would be 
possible in mainstream primary classrooms. Any one of the four elements of the model 
(see Figure 9.1) would assist teachers and students to develop genuine classroom inquiry 
methods that could be applied across learning disciplines. The class teacher could select 
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the element/s of the DRT model most suited to their specific class context and student 
needs/abilities. The teaching and learning of individual elements of the model would still 
have an impact on thinking, learning and engagement if built upon over time. 
Conclusion and further recommendations 
Although not a direct outcome of this investigation, the learning and social outcomes of 
students at the focus school lifted considerably over the time the research was conducted. 
The research took place synchronically with the introduction of CPI as a whole-school 
approach to learning. Although many factors contributed to the lift in student outcomes, it 
could be argued that the research impacted on student learning in many ways. Teachers 
who participated in the first macro-cycle shared their new learning, formally and informally, 
as it took place with other staff members. The participating students in Macro-cycles 2 and 
3 were asked to share their new understandings with their year-level class. They took this 
responsibility very seriously and class teachers and students commented on the impact 
this had on their own class communities. This, in turn, enabled the participating students to 
develop and exercise agency within their classroom community (Clark et al., 2016; 
Renshaw, 2016). Additionally, over the extended timeframe that my part-time enrolment in 
the PhD afforded me, I was able to examine my own epistemic doubt and reconstruct my 
new understandings to improve the research as it progressed.  
This section firstly discusses the overall conclusions drawn from the research. In doing 
this, it provides a comprehensive picture of DRT as a theory of practice for teachers and 
students. The latter part outlines possible recommendations for DRT as an inquiry 
framework for primary schools, specifically schools that practice CPI. Possibilities for 
further research of the practice have been included. 
DRT as a theory of practice 
This section will describe the outcomes that emerged over time to enable a complete 
picture of DRT as a theory of practice. DRT provides a pedagogical practice for teachers 
that would enable them to assist students to reach deep understandings. Through the DRT 
framework, students experience a way of working that will assist them to engage with 
abstract philosophical ideas and make meaning of their world. The overarching question: 
To what extent can sustained engagement in CPI facilitate the development of DRT? has 
been addressed through the systematic construction of the DRT framework. The key 
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elements of the framework include: Development of a repertoire of intellectual tools and 
practices; sustained engagement in philosophising; ongoing self- and peer-assessment; 
and examination of epistemic doubt. All elements, except the examination of doubt, were 
investigated during the initial macro-cycle in 2012; however, it was not until the culminating 
macrocycle in 2016 that the extent to which students were able to develop DRT capacities 
became evident. This itself is an important conclusion as it is evident that DRT could not 
be ‘a quick fix’ to address issues relating to student learning. The development of DRT 
takes time, skill and ongoing attention to all its elements. 
Development of a repertoire of intellectual tools and processes 
The extended time of the investigation enabled several key findings to emerge. The first 
macro-cycle focused on the development of intellectual tools and processes. Students can 
and do reconstruct intellectual tools (Dewey, 1938) and processes in and beyond the 
context in which they are taught but it takes time for them to understand how these tools 
will assist the community to make epistemic progress. In the early stages of the 
investigation, only a small number of students evidenced the capacity to make purposeful 
moves through intellectual tools but as the research progressed these students began to 
open the dialogic space for others within the community and this facilitated further uptake 
of the learning. The practice of ongoing self- and peer-assessment enabled students to 
discuss their use of the tools and processes in the context of the inquiry. Individual 
students within the community began to model self and peer reflective processes and this 
enabled all students within the community to better understand what was taking place 
during discussions. Deeper understandings, gained through self- and peer-assessment 
practices, prompted a growing number of students to purposefully synthesise and deploy 
the intellectual tools and processes to extend the epistemic growth of the community. 
Substantial progress was made with the mastery and synthesis of intellectual practices in 
the first macro-cycle. However, the extent to which students could deploy and reconstruct 
the practices emerged in the following macrocycles. 
Sustained engagement in philosophising   
Macro-cycles 2 and 3 focused on the substantive elements of philosophy. Over time, 
students demonstrated the capacity to deal with abstract philosophical ideas in ways that 
would be considered beyond their age level expectations. Key philosophical theories in 
relation to the acquisition of knowledge, including the theories underpinning the study, 
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became the initial stimuli for philosophical discussions. Further stimuli emerged through 
the students’ thoughts and experiences, thus emulating the way Lipman’s fictional 
characters in his purpose-written stories-as-text guided the inquiry. This differed from the 
previous macro-cycle in that the conceptual focus aligned with the students’ interests 
rather than adhering strictly to the prescribed national curriculum intentions. Student 
ownership over the inquiry path stimulated genuine engagement. Engagement in the 
context of this thesis refers to the students’ demonstration of a high level of interest in 
concepts and ideas under discussion. It also represents authentic engagement with their 
own questions and their responses to the questions of others. They showed genuine 
interest in philosophical questions and in the ways in which the community deals with 
questions. This was evidenced by the growing number of students participating regularly, 
the increasing frequency of their participation, and the quality of their questions and 
responses. When challenging ideas, students would often persist with an idea until 
meaning had been made. Additionally, students demonstrated a high level of care for the 
collective thinking of the community and for the direction of the inquiry. This form of 
engagement suggests a new world of possibilities (horizons; questions) can be opened for 
children. 
The second macro-cycle provided evidence of students’ capacity to deal with philosophical 
abstraction through appropriation of the tools and processes and ongoing self- and peer-
assessment. This thesis proposes these capacities would not have been evident without 
sustained opportunities to consider philosophical theory in ways that continually prompted 
the students to think about the ontological, epistemological and axiological underpinnings 
of the ideas presented. The students had been encouraged to think about the following 
questions when collaboratively deconstructing ideas: What is there?; How do we know?; 
and Should we care? Through the practice of considering ideas from the philosophical 
lenses of being, knowing and valuing combined with attention to sound reasoning, 
students learned to think philosophically. Sustained engagement in philosophising 
encouraged many students to see themselves as ‘apprentice philosophers’. The students 
began to take on the collective identity of a community of inquirers as they became drawn 
to fundamental questions and philosophical abstraction. This change of identity for 
individual students and collectively as a community facilitated students’ capacity to deal 
with philosophical abstraction. 
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Ongoing self- and peer-assessment 
The process of ongoing self- and peer-assessment (i.e., the interaction between 
metacognitive practice and purposeful reconstruction of experience) enabled the students 
to analyse and explore ideas and sustain the rigor and depth of the shared dialogue. The 
students continually evaluated their own thinking and learning and that of others and 
through this, began to reconstruct previous learning experiences. Further, they came to 
understand how to use their new understanding to enrich the collective thinking of their 
community and extend their own thinking. Although this reconstruction was predominantly 
evidenced within the context in which the learning experience originated, it can be argued 
that it represented reconstruction in the Deweyan sense as the learning that had been 
extracted from prior experiences had been appropriated in ways that reshaped further 
experiences (Dewey, 1938). A crucial element impacting on the reconstruction of 
experience was the length of time in which many students had been participants in the 
research. Time afforded students a shared history of experiences together, thus, enabling 
them to frequently refer back to shared moments and reconstruct these moments in novel 
ways during further inquiries. Ongoing self -and peer-assessment became the driver for all 
collective examination of thinking and enabled individual students to deal more effectively 
with abstraction. Additionally, in the collective role of co-inquirers, student participants in 
the second and third macrocycles exercised their agency by appropriating self-and peer 
assessment practices to review our progress as a thinking community  On completion of 
the investigation, it was evident that although not all students had developed their self- and 
peer-assessment practices to a high level, the students that had were able to empower 
other students to experience this level of thinking through the multiple zones of proximal 
development they created within their learning community (Brown, 1992).  
The empowerment of thinking, highlighted in the previous paragraph, emerged as an 
integral aspect impacting on students’ development of DRT. As the research progressed, it 
became evident that some students seemed able to take up the spirit and practical details 
of philosophical inquiry. They found opportunities to guide the inquiry through their skilful 
deployment of intellectual tools and practices, purposeful, relevant questioning or by the 
unique ways in which they dealt with philosophical abstraction. These students played an 
important role in scaffolding the collective thinking within the community as they open the 
dialogic space in a way that enabled other students to initially emulate their thinking and 
ways of working. Imitating the thinking of others shifted over time to students taking 
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ownership of processes for themselves. In traditional classroom settings, students will 
often tend to adopt the ‘voice’ of the teacher when learning to share their thinking, whereas 
in a COI, the students have multiple voices from which they appropriate dialogue 
(Wertsch, 1991). DRTcapacities spread among community members as the more capable 
peers bridged the gap between what most students knew, understood and could do and 
what they were still yet to accomplish (Vygotsky, 1978). As more students began to share 
the authority and actively participate as co-inquirers, the richness and rigor of the 
philosophical dialogue increased (Dewey, 1916, 1938).  
Examination of epistemic doubt 
Through the sustained practice of DRT, involving interactions among purposeful use of 
intellectual tools and processes, ongoing self- and peer-assessment and collaborative 
philosophising, many students evidenced openness to epistemic uncertainty. The 
elements of DRT were strengthened by the students’ examination of their individual and 
collective doubt as a community. Only a small number of students in a COI regularly 
evidenced a position of genuine doubt (Peirce, 1877); however, those students who could 
embrace sustained intellectual uncertainty created a ZPD (Vygotsky, 1978) in which other 
members of the community were able to collectively examine doubt. This in turn instigated 
further doubt thus increasing the complexity and depth of the ideas under examination. 
The evidence collected during the culminating macrocycle of the research prompted 
modification of the initial DRT framework to include the examination of epistemic doubt as 
a necessary element. As the research progressed and the students’ DRT capacities 
increased, epistemic doubt was examined more frequently by individual students and 
collectively within the community. This could be attributed in part to the metacognitive 
examination of theories of doubt that took place in Macrocycles 2 and 3. However, it can 
be argued that the predominant, causal factor was the development of DRT. The practice 
of DRT assisted students to appreciate the limitations of knowledge and knowing. 
Reflecting on my own reconstruction of learning 
As the investigation progressed, I continually re-assessed my own understandings, 
specifically in relation to what it means to be a deeply reflective thinker. On 
commencement of the study, I thought of reflection as something that mainly took place at 
the end of each inquiry. However, through my research I came to understand that to be 
most effective, reflection can and should be ongoing throughout the inquiry. The challenge 
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was to find ways in which to facilitate ongoing self-and peer-reflection. It was the through 
observing the students’ development of self-and peer reflection that enabled me to find 
ways to modify and extend the elements of the DRT beyond my original notion, specifically 
in relation to the examination of epistemic doubt within the community. The impact of 
collective doubt on individual thinking within the community prompted me to re-evaluate 
my understanding of the ways in which the more capable peers could expand the ZPD 
within communities of inquiry, thus, scaffolding the appropriation of DRT for more students 
within the community. Interestingly, through the examination of collective doubt, several 
students began to demonstrate their growing capacities to remain open to the fallibility of 
knowledge. The investigation was extended and reconstructed over a four-year timeframe 
due to my own ongoing reconstruction of thinking as new learning emerged through the 
macrocycles. 
Further recommendations 
This thesis proposes a return to the origins of P4C, specifically pragmatist aspects of 
Peirce and Dewey related to inquiry, truth, genuine doubt and meaning and the 
sociocultural notions of Vygotsky. This would impact the method of delivery of CPI in 
schools. Lipman (2004, 2008) has always argued that mere conversation is not ‘doing 
philosophy’. Dialogue is at the heart of philosophy and therefore a deliberative process 
that needs to be taught. DRT as a theory of practice is a method of reconstruction of 
Lipman’s P4C program in that it provides students with the appropriate scaffolding to 
develop the skills and dispositions required to philosophise. Although, as stated previously, 
it would not be possible for all members of a class community to develop DRT capacities 
to a high level, for those students that have not yet reached that level, imitating ways that 
the more advanced participants within the COI think, reason and reflect enables them to 
come to new understandings through the thinking of others (Vygotsky, 1978, 1986; 
Wertsch, 1991). 
A further recommendation would be a restructuring of the philosophy teacher training 
models to include an emphasis on the substantive elements of philosophy. Currently most 
models appear to focus on either pedagogy or critical thinking. While both are important 
and necessary components of PD and training, they may not provide the key to sustaining 
the model.  Few Australian schools have managed to sustain whole-school implementation 
of CPI throughout the various iterations of the mandated state and National Curriculum 
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over the years. Furthermore, critical thinking and pedagogy has become a focus for 
Education policy makers and schools across Australia. A deeper focus on the 
philosophical elements that make this program unique could enable schools to build their 
public profile on the uniqueness of the program. In turn, the successful outcomes resulting 
from the program may receive greater interest from a range of stakeholders.  
 Another key factor that would impact on teacher training would be the development of 
reflective practice. For this to become an integral element of classroom practice, teachers 
would need to understand the process of metacognition and its value within the learning 
environment. This would require a paradigm shift for many teachers. Often reflection is 
perceived to be something that takes place at the end of a lesson when and if time 
permits. To make this shift, teachers require an understanding of reflective practice in the 
Deweyan sense whereby reflection “involves willingness to endure a condition of mental 
unrest and disturbance” (Dewey, 1997, p.13). Reflection should be an ongoing regulatory 
process takes place throughout the inquiry. To maintain this practice in the classroom, it is 
important that students are encouraged remain open to sustained uncertainty and assisted 
to develop regulatory thinking behaviours. Teacher PD would need to include practical 
ways to structure philosophical discussion so that reflection becomes a process of ongoing 
self- and peer-assessment. 
With regard to further research, a recommendation would be to modify the design of this 
study so that it could be implemented in schools that do not currently include forms of CPI. 
The aim for this research would be to examine the extent to which DRT could provide a 
model to enhance the quality of thinking and learning that occurs during inquiry processes 
in learning areas other than philosophy. Furthermore, it could be positioned as a model to 
develop reflective practice and feedback as a whole-school approach to all learning. For 
the teacher, it can be valuable as a kind of formative assessment within the students’ ZPD 
(Vygotsky, 1978) and for students ongoing self- and peer-assessment can provide a way 
of comparing their own experiences with that of the community (Burgh, Thornton & Fynes-
Clinton, 2018, in press). 
A final comment by Toby: 
‘I think it’s the fact that we get to explore what life actually is so let’s say I 
think I’m alive but I, you know, you never normally think: How am I alive? 
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Why am I alive? So, it’s pretty much just like life is the wardrobe and 
philosophy is the Narnia’ (Toby, Year 6).  
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APPENDIX A.1 
Ethical Clearance University of Queensland (2011) 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Response to Application for Ethical Clearance 
 
Applicant Name: Elizabeth Fynes-Clinton 
Principal Supervisor:  Professor Peter Renshaw 
Applicant email address: lfyne1@eq.edu.au  
Participants/Recruitment (Qs 1-3) -  
Sufficient information provided. 
Project Summary/Research Plan (Qs 4-5)  
Excellent. 
Ethical Considerations (Qs 6-17) 
Clearly articulated ethical considerations. 
Consent Form/Information Sheet 
Well written. However, it is important to include how long interviews will take in the information sheets 
and the parent/student information sheet does not indicate when the interviews will occur. Please add 
these details in before you send the forms out.  
Questionnaire 
NA 
Gatekeepers 
NA 
Presentation (correct form, typed, error free) 
Good.  
Comments & Recommendation 
This application is approved under the condition that minor amendments to the information sheets are 
made as outlined above. Good luck with your study! 
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APPENDIX C.1 
 
2012 Information for Teachers 
(Please keep this Information Sheet) 
 
My name is Elizabeth (Liz) Fynes-Clinton. I am currently undertaking a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) at the 
University of Queensland. 
 
Title of the Project: 
 Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
This project aims to examine ways in which students apply deep thinking tools and processes to engage in 
critical, creative and caring thinking. The study will explore the students’ utilisation of the skills and processes 
to form deep reflective habits of mind that they are then able to transfer into other key areas of learning and 
beyond.  
 
The purpose of this study is to document student’s learning as a result of the introduction and immersion of 
specific deep thinking, reasoning and reflection skills and processes. As part of this project I would like to 
interview your class about their understanding of their new learning. The interviews will be conducted as a 
whole class and in small groups of four students. The interview process used will be an open, collaborative 
inquiry. This process provides for the participants a safe supportive environment in which all views are 
considered, respected and valued. I would like to record the students’ responses to the interview questions 
and document their use of the processes and skills as a whole class community. The whole class discussions 
will be approximately one hour in length and the small group interviews will be approximately 30 minutes in 
length. I would also like to include the responses you have recorded in your reflective journal as part of the 
data collection process. 
 
For you as a teacher the project would include: 
• Training and demonstration lessons in CPI 
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• I will come to your class during collaborative philosophical inquiry sessions to assist you and your 
students to build the skills and processes. 
•  Three data collection sessions, approximately one hour each - I will come to your class to facilitate 
the communities of inquiry 
•  Data collection will take the form of student responses elicited through an open, collaborative inquiry 
process and small group student interviews.  
• The documenting of your reflections in a teacher journal. 
• Your reflections, documented in your teacher journal, will be collected on completion of the research 
sessions. 
 
• On completion of the project I will conduct a seminar to present the research findings to the 
participating teachers. 
 
Your name and all students’ names will be removed from all data collected – my interest is not primarily on 
individual student learning but the levels and kinds of knowledge the class as a whole can demonstrate through 
the provision of learning experiences designed to enhance the development of the skills and processes 
required for deep thinking, effective reasoning and reflection. 
 
Being part of this project is entirely voluntary and you can withdraw at any time. If you choose to withdraw from 
the project, any data containing responses provided by you or your class will not be included in the research.  
 
Contacts: Please feel free to contact me on 0488 653 928 if you have any concerns or questions. 
Ethics Clearance: This study has been cleared by one of the human ethics committees of the University of 
Queensland in accordance with the National Health and Medical Research Council's guidelines. You are of 
course, free to discuss your participation in this study with project staff (contactable on 07 3365 6227). If you 
would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the Ethics Officer 
on 3365 3924.  
 If you give informed consent to take part in this research project, please sign the attached permission slip. 
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2012 Informed Consent to Participate in the Research Project (Teachers) 
 
Title of the Project:    
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
As part of this project I, (Liz Fynes-Clinton), would like to interview your students about 
their new learning in relation to reflective practice and in addition, document your 
observations and reflections on the process and learning outcomes of your students. 
 
• The students will be asked to reflect on their new learning in relation to their 
development of effective thinking, reasoning and reflecting strategies/skills and their 
future application of these strategies/skills in all key learning areas and beyond. 
• The students’ responses to the collaborative inquiry and small group interview 
questions will be recorded using an audio devise. 
• The use of deep thinking, reasoning and reflective skills as a whole class community 
will be documented during the process. 
• Your journal responses will form an integral part of the data. 
• Your name and all students’ names will be removed from all data collected. 
• Being part of this project is entirely voluntary and you may withdraw at any time.   
 
 
If you are happy to give informed consent, could you please sign the form below.  
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
I have read and understood the information provided by the researcher, Liz Fynes-Clinton.  
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I, -----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------, give 
informed consent to participate in this research project. 
Signature: --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Project as described above. (Date: ……/…../…..) 
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2012 Information Sheet for Parents/Caregivers 
(Please keep this Information Sheet) 
 
My name is Elizabeth (Liz) Fynes-Clinton. I am currently undertaking a Master of Philosophy 
(MPhil) at the University of Queensland. 
 
Title of the Project: 
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
This project aims to examine ways in which students apply deep thinking tools and processes to 
engage in critical, creative and caring thinking. The study will explore the students’ utilisation of the 
skills and processes to form deep reflective habits of mind that they are then able to transfer into 
other key areas of learning and beyond.  
 
The purpose of this study is to document children’s learning as a result of the introduction and 
immersion of specific deep thinking, reasoning and reflection skills and processes. As part of this 
project I would like to interview the children about their understanding of their new learning. The 
interviews, held in Semester 2, 2012, will be conducted as a whole class and in small groups of 
four children. The interview process used will be an open, collaborative inquiry. This process 
provides for its participants, a safe, supportive environment in which all views are considered, 
respected and valued. I would like to record the students’ responses to the interview questions and 
document their use of the processes and skills as a whole class community. The interviews will 
occur at the school and other students and teachers will be present during the interview. The whole 
class discussions will be approximately one hour in length and the small group interviews will be 
approximately 30 minutes in length.  
 
Your child’s name will be removed from all data that I collect – my interest is not primarily on 
individual student learning but the levels and kinds of knowledge the class as a whole can 
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demonstrate through provision of learning experiences designed to enhance the development of the 
skills and processes required for deep thinking, effective reasoning and reflection. 
 
Being part of this project is entirely voluntary and your child can withdraw at any time. If your child 
chooses to withdraw from the project, any data containing responses provided by your child will not 
be included in the research. 
 
Contacts: Please feel free to contact me on 0488 653 928 if you have any concerns or questions. 
 
Ethics Clearance: This study has been cleared by one of the human ethics committees of the 
University of Queensland in accordance with the National Health and Medical Research Council's 
guidelines. You are of course, free to discuss your participation in this study with project staff 
(contactable on 07 3365 6227). If you would like to speak to an officer of the University not 
involved in the study, you may contact the Ethics Officer on 3365 3924.  
 If you give informed consent for your child to be interviewed and for your student’s responses to 
be collected as data, please sign the attached permission slip. 
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APPENDIX C.4 
2012 Informed Consent to Participate in the Research Project (Parents) 
 
Title of the Project:    
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
As part of this project I, (Liz Fynes-Clinton), would like to interview your child about his/her 
new learning. 
 
• The interviews will occur at the school and other students and teachers will be present 
during the interview.   
• The students will be asked to reflect on their new learning in relation to their 
development of effective thinking, reasoning and reflecting strategies/skills and their 
future application of these strategies/skills in all key learning areas and beyond. 
• The students’ responses to the collaborative inquiry and small group interview 
questions will be recorded using an audio device. 
• The use of deep thinking, reasoning and reflective skills as a whole class community 
will be documented during the process. 
• Your child’s name will be removed from all collected data  
• Being part of this project is entirely voluntary and your child may withdraw at any time.   
 
 
If you are happy to give informed consent, could you please sign this form and return it to the school.   
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
I have read and understood the information provided by the researcher, Liz Fynes-Clinton.  
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I have discussed the information with my child, ....................................................................... 
He/she has agreed to participate in the research project. 
I, .......................................................................................................... give permission for my child to 
participate in this research project. 
Project as described above. (Date: ……/…../…..)  
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APPENDIX C.5 
2013 Information Sheet for Parents/Caregivers 
(Please keep this Information Sheet) 
My name is Elizabeth (Liz) Fynes-Clinton. I am currently undertaking a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) 
at the University of Queensland. 
 
Title of the Project: 
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
The purpose of this study is to document student’s learning as a result of the introduction 
and immersion of specific deep thinking, reasoning and reflection skills and processes.  
 
During this term, your child has been invited to join a mixed year level philosophy class, 
designed for students who have demonstrated a high level of interest in the philosophy area. 
I have previously collected data for my research in 2012 and would like to collect additional 
data during these philosophy sessions (Semester 2 2013). The 2013 data will build on the 
initial data collected and identify sustained progress and further growth in student thinking, 
reasoning and reflection. The philosophy sessions will be implemented using a community 
of inquiry approach in which all students work collaboratively to discuss philosophical 
concepts and develop the tools and processes of intellectual inquiry and reasoning. The 
data collected would take the form of recorded student questions, comments and reflections 
during the inquiry processes and artefacts that support the discussions such as concept 
maps, written reflections and drawings. 
 
Your child’s name and any identifying information will be removed from all data that I collect. 
My interest is not primarily on individual student learning but the levels and kinds of 
knowledge the class as a whole can demonstrate through provision of learning experiences 
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designed to enhance the development of the skills and processes required for deep thinking, 
effective reasoning and reflection. 
 
Being part of this project is entirely voluntary and your child can withdraw at any time. If your 
child chooses to withdraw from the project, any data containing responses provided by your 
child will not be included in the research. 
 
Contacts: Please feel free to contact me on 0488 653 928 if you have any concerns or 
questions. 
 
Ethics Clearance: This study has been cleared by one of the human ethics committees of 
the University of Queensland in accordance with the National Health and Medical 
Research Council's guidelines. You are of course, free to discuss your participation in this 
study with project staff (contactable on 07 3365 6227). If you would like to speak to an 
officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the Ethics Officer on 
3365 3924.  
 If you give informed consent for your child to be interviewed and for your student’s 
responses to be collected as data, please sign the attached permission slip. 
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APPENDIX C.6 
2013 Informed Consent to Participate in the Research Project (Parents) 
 
Title of the Project: 
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
As part of this project I, (Liz Fynes-Clinton), would like to collect data during the philosophy 
sessions specified above. The data would include:  
 
• the students’ questions, responses and reflections during the collaborative inquiry  
• documentation of the use of deep thinking, reasoning and reflective skills as a 
whole class community 
• artefacts produced by the students to support the learning process (concept maps, 
written reflections, drawings) 
 
Your child’s name and any identifying information will be removed from all collected data. 
Being part of this research is entirely voluntary and your child may withdraw at any time.  If 
you are happy to give informed consent, could you please sign this form and return it to the 
school.  
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
I have read and understood the information provided by the researcher, Liz Fynes-Clinton.  
I have discussed the information with my child, ....................................................................... 
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He/she has agreed to participate in the research project. 
I, .................................................................................................. (name), give permission for my 
child to participate in this research project. 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- (signature) 
Project as described above. (Date: ……/…../…..)  
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APPENDIX C.7 
2014 Information Sheet for Parents/Caregivers 
(Please keep this Information Sheet) 
My name is Elizabeth (Liz) Fynes-Clinton. I am currently undertaking a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) at the 
University of Queensland. 
 
Title of the Project: 
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
The purpose of this study is to document student’s learning as a result of the introduction and immersion of 
specific deep thinking, reasoning and reflection skills and processes.  
 
During this term, your child has been invited to join a mixed year level philosophy class, designed for students 
who have demonstrated a high level of interest in the philosophy area. I have previously collected data for my 
research in 2012 and 2013 and would like to collect additional data during these philosophy sessions (Term 
4, 2014). The 2014 data will build on the initial data collected and identify sustained progress and further growth 
in student thinking, reasoning and reflection. The philosophy sessions will be implemented using a community 
of inquiry approach in which all students work collaboratively to discuss philosophical concepts and develop 
the tools and processes of intellectual inquiry and reasoning. The data collected would take the form of 
recorded student questions, comments and reflections during the inquiry processes and artefacts that support 
the discussions such as concept maps, written reflections and drawings. 
 
Your child’s name and any identifying information will be removed from all data that I collect. My interest is not 
primarily on individual student learning but the levels and kinds of knowledge the class as a whole can 
demonstrate through provision of learning experiences designed to enhance the development of the skills and 
processes required for deep thinking, effective reasoning and reflection. 
 
Being part of this project is entirely voluntary and your child can withdraw at any time. If your child chooses to 
withdraw from the project, any data containing responses provided by your child will not be included in the 
research. 
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Contacts: Please feel free to contact me on 0488 653 928 if you have any concerns or questions. 
Ethics Clearance: This study has been cleared by one of the human ethics committees of the University of 
Queensland in accordance with the National Health and Medical Research Council's guidelines. You are of 
course, free to discuss your participation in this study with project staff (contactable on 07 3365 6227). If you 
would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the Ethics Officer 
on 3365 3924.  
 If you give informed consent for your child to be interviewed and for your student’s responses to be collected 
as data, please sign the attached permission slip. 
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APPENDIX C.8 
2014 Informed Consent to Participate in the Research Project (Parents) 
 
Title of the Project: 
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
As part of this project I, (Liz Fynes-Clinton), would like to collect data during the philosophy 
sessions specified above. The data would include:  
 
• the students’ questions, responses and reflections during the collaborative inquiry  
• documentation of the use of deep thinking, reasoning and reflective skills as a 
whole class community 
• artefacts produced by the students to support the learning process (concept maps, 
written reflections, drawings) 
 
Your child’s name and any identifying information will be removed from all collected data. 
Being part of this research is entirely voluntary and your child may withdraw at any time.  If 
you are happy to give informed consent, could you please sign this form and return it to the 
school.  
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
I have read and understood the information provided by the researcher, Liz Fynes-Clinton.  
I have discussed the information with my child, ....................................................................... 
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He/she has agreed to participate in the research project. 
I, .................................................................................................. (name), give permission for my 
child to participate in this research project. 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- (signature) 
Project as described above. (Date: ……/…../…..)  
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APPENDIX C.9 
2016 Information Sheet for Parents/Caregivers 
(Please keep this Information Sheet) 
My name is Elizabeth (Liz) Fynes-Clinton. I am currently undertaking a Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) at the 
University of Queensland. 
 
Title of the Project: 
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
 
The purpose of this study is to document student’s learning as a result of the introduction and immersion of 
specific deep thinking, reasoning and reflection skills and processes.  
 
During this term, your child was invited to join a mixed year level philosophy class, designed for students who 
have demonstrated a high level of interest in the philosophy area. I have previously collected data for my 
research in 2012, 2013 and 2014. In addition to this I would like to collect culminating data for my research 
during these philosophy sessions (Term 4, 2016). The 2016 data will build on the initial data collection and 
identify sustained progress and further growth in student thinking, reasoning and reflection. The data collection 
will include audio recordings of student questions, comments and reflections during the inquiry processes and 
artefacts that support the discussions such as written reflections and drawings. 
 
Your child’s name and any identifying information will be removed from all data that I collect. My interest is not 
primarily on individual student learning but the levels and kinds of knowledge the class as a whole can 
demonstrate through provision of learning experiences designed to enhance the development of the skills and 
processes required for deep thinking, effective reasoning and reflection. 
 
Being part of this project is entirely voluntary and your child can choose not have his/her data included. If your 
child wishes to withdraw from the project, any data containing responses provided by your child will not be 
included in the research. 
 
Contacts: Please feel free to contact me on 0488 653 928 if you have any concerns or questions. 
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Ethics Clearance: This study has been cleared by one of the human ethics committees of the University of 
Queensland in accordance with the National Health and Medical Research Council's guidelines. You are of 
course, free to discuss your participation in this study with project staff (contactable on 07 3365 6227). If you 
would like to speak to an officer of the University not involved in the study, you may contact the Ethics Officer 
on 3365 3924.  
 If you give informed consent for your child to be interviewed and for your student’s responses to be collected 
as data, please sign the attached permission slip. 
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APPENDIX C.10 
Informed Consent to Participate in the Research Project (Parents) 
 
Title of the Project: 
 
Deep Reflective Thinking through Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry 
   
As part of this project I, (Liz Fynes-Clinton), would like to collect data during the philosophy sessions 
specified above. The data would include:  
 
• the students’ questions, responses and reflections during the collaborative inquiry (whole class and 
small group) 
 
• documentation of the use of deep thinking, reasoning and reflective skills as a whole class 
community and in small groups 
 
• artefacts produced by the students to support the learning process (written reflections and drawings) 
 
 
Your child’s name and any identifying information will be removed from all collected data. Being part of this 
research is entirely voluntary and your child may withdraw at any time.  If you are happy to give informed 
consent, could you please sign this form and return it to the school.  
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
I have read and understood the information provided by the researcher, Liz Fynes-Clinton.  
I have discussed the information with my child, ....................................................................... 
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He/she has agreed to participate in the research project. 
I, .................................................................................................. (name), give permission for my child to 
participate in this research project. 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- (signature) 
Project as described above. (Date: ……/…../…..) 
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APPENDIX D 
Collaborative Philosophical Inquiry (CPI) Process 
  
Discuss with participating students – participating teachers to revisit during their 
philosophy lessons and in other learning contexts. 
Process: Ways of working 
Goal: To make epistemic progress as individual participants within a community and 
collectively as a collaborative community of inquirers. 
Protocols for collaborative engagement: 
Listen attentively:  
Listen and attend to what is being said - listen and think about what you are hearing. What 
does this mean to you? How does this relate to the concept under discussion? 
Listen for silences and hesitations – What might they m in the context of the discussion? 
Build on and connect to the ideas of others:  
To move the inquiry forward and gain deep understandings, the ideas need to be 
connected and stretched. Building on means to make an idea bigger (a bigger picture for 
the whole community). It doesn’t mean saying the same things in different words. You can 
make connections by looking for similarities - link to your prior knowledge and personal 
experiences to the thinking of others and to other concepts (you are putting more links in 
the chain). The connections you make must be relevant to the discussion so that the 
discussion remains on track. 
Respect self, others and place (adapted from Tooth & Renshaw, 2012) 
Respect yourselves as learners, respect others, their ideas and their right to think and 
learn in this classroom and respect the environment in which the learning is taking place. 
This may be done in many ways –, no hands up when others are speaking, carefully 
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consider the ideas that are presented, be a learner – give yourself the best chance to 
learn. Try not to waste thinking/learning time when transitioning between activities etc. 
Disagree reasonably and respectfully: 
Disagreement is necessary in a COI. We need to consider ideas from a range of 
perspectives. Disagreement is about exploring difference. It enables us to pull an idea 
apart and look at all the parts. We may even change our minds about our views when 
hearing others present theirs. Disagreement comes in many form such as: a different idea 
or perspective, an opposing view, an alternative suggestion, a counterexample or a 
different reason. We need to disagree or agree with ideas not people: (I disagree/agree 
with the idea of…) as this enabled the community to pull the idea apart and rework it (like 
play dough). 
There may be manty responses considered correct: 
We need to be open to ideas that are different from our own. We are thinking about 
opinions and justified beliefs so there may be many ways to look at the ideas. We may 
agree with the point of the idea but have a different reason for our point of view. It is 
important to consider all ideas unless they are disrespectful to others, environments 
(living/non-living), beliefs, ideas, a country, a society, a culture, religion (think about self, 
others, place). Once an idea is shared within the community it then belongs to the 
community. Even if an idea doesn’t make sense to everyone, it is up to the community to 
rework it. 
Suggested reflection questions: 
Note: Responses need to be followed with a reason 
Reflecting on the inquiry process as a community: 
• How did we work as a community of learners?  
• Did we value the thinking of others?  What did you notice that demonstrated this for 
you?  
• Have we been able to reach a deeper understanding of the concept of …………….? 
Why do you think that? 
• Are there any ideas that we could have explored further?  
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• In what ways are these ideas relevant?  
• At what point during the discussions did we reach a deeper level of understanding?  
Reflecting on the inquiry process individually: 
• Do I listen attentively?  
• Do I respect and value the thinking and learning of others?  
• Do I respect and value our learning environment?  
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APPENDIX E 
Teaching Communities of Inquiry  
Reasoning Tools  
Building Analogy  
To encourage students to think about the connections others make and the reasons for 
these connections and connect to their own thinking processes. 
Firstly, ask students to connect two concrete ideas: 
• crab & coconut 
• book and journey 
Move from concrete to abstract: 
• Ask students to think about what … (concept) is like to them. Students need 
consider ideas that appear on the surface to be very different from the concept -- 
connect to a tangible concept. 
o Deep thinking is like … 
• Select a student to respond to the question. Ask the student to give their response 
without justifying their idea or sharing the reasoning behind the connections they 
have made. 
• Invite the class community to think about why the student has made that 
connection. What underlying generalisations have been made? 
• Select a number of students to share their ideas about the possible reasons for this 
connection and the underlying generalisation that has been made. 
• Return to the student who originally shared the analogy. Have them share their 
reasoning with the whole class community. 
• Discuss as a class community all the connections that have been shared and the 
underlying reasoning. 
• Repeat this process so that a variety of connections are shared as a class 
community. 
• Reflect on the ideas, thinking and process. 
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• Reflect on the ideas, thinking and process. 
Discuss with students: We make inductive inferences based on our prior knowledge and 
life experiences. We consider the likely outcomes or consequences that would follow a 
given action and reason from what we know or believe to be true to what we are aiming to 
understand. 
Hypothetical questions to assist students to make inductive inferences: 
• What are possible outcomes/consequences of a specific given action? 
• If this action is taken, what might logically follow?   
Jumping to Conclusions (Year 4/5) 
Discuss with students: When we are faced with difficult or unfamiliar situations we often 
‘jump to conclusions’ rather than thinking about the facts and evidence on which we should 
base our judgements. To ensure we don’t draw faulty conclusions founded on hasty 
judgements, it is important to consider the situation carefully and reasonably. 
• Divide the class into small groups. Provide each group with one of the scenarios 
below. (The same scenario may be given to two groups.) 
• Ask the groups to consider their scenario and the conclusion that has been drawn 
(conclusion is in bold print). 
Scenarios: 
➢ Jill walks into the room and her three friends immediately stop speaking.  Jill is sure 
that they are making nasty comments about her. 
➢ Ellen comes to school with a new haircut. She looks very unhappy. She doesn’t like 
her new haircut. 
➢ Jason has been asked to select students to play on his soccer team. He decides not to 
select the new student, James, because he always seems to be reading books at lunch 
time so Jason thinks that James wouldn’t be very good at soccer. 
➢ We have a different teacher taking our class today because our teacher is away. The 
teacher was a student teacher at this school last year. She is new to teaching so she 
won’t be very good. 
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➢ The customer who just walked out of the shop looked very angry. She must have had 
bad service at this shop. 
• Discuss the following: 
o What the conclusion reasonable? Why/why not? 
o What generalisations have been made? Are the generalisations sound? 
o Think of a more reasonable conclusion. Why do you think your conclusion 
would be more reasonable? 
• Come together as a whole class community. 
• Share and discuss each group’s ideas. 
• Discuss the commonalities amongst the scenarios. 
• Reflect on the ideas, process and use of skills. 
Reasoning activity:  reasonable assumptions (Year 4/5) 
The assumptions we make often lead us to make unfair or hasty judgements. Assumptions 
can be a useful reasoning tool if they are valid; however, in order for us the make 
judgements based on sound reasoning it is essential that we carefully consider and test 
the assumptions we make. 
• Use the above scenarios for the following activity. You may choose just one or two 
scenarios to allow for greater depth of discussion. 
• Ask the students to consider the scenario they have been given. Invite them to think 
individually first and then discuss the following in pairs or small groups: 
o What is the assumption that has been made? 
o Is the assumption reasonable? Why/why not? 
o Provide counterexamples that could defeat this assumption. 
o What might be the consequences of making this assumption? 
o How can we avoid making faulty assumptions? 
• Share ideas as a whole class community. 
• Reflect on ideas, process and use of skills. 
Generalisation – strong vs weak 
Discuss: We make generalisations it is important to think about the strength of the 
generalisation. Weak generalisations will lead to weak arguments. It is the degree of 
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strength that will determine whether the generalisation is reasonable. There are key 
conditions we need to consider regarding the generalisation that is being made: 
• The size of the sample from which we are generalising  
• Varieties within the sample  
• Examples to support the generalisation  
• Counterexamples which may disprove the generalisation  
• The credibility of the generalisation based on your prior knowledge  
• Students need to give reasons for their placement, accounting for the above key 
conditions to be considered when generalising. 
Inductive inferences 
We make inductive inferences based on our prior knowledge and life experiences. We 
consider the likely outcomes or consequences that would follow a given action and reason 
from what we know or believe to be true to what we are aiming to understand. To make 
sound inductive inferences we need to explore possibilities and not jump to conclusions. 
Hypothetical questions as suggested below will assist our students to make inductive 
inferences: 
➢ What are possible outcomes/consequences of a specific given action? 
➢ If this action is taken, what might logically follow?   
To make inferences and draw conclusions we need to engage our prior knowledge. This 
knowledge is gained by what we have learned through the teaching of others, our own 
research and our unique life experiences. To reach deep understanding we need to draw 
on this bank of knowledge; however, our prior knowledge can be based on faulty 
reasoning or incorrect evidence. We need to activate our prior knowledge and at the same 
time, be open to challenging our existing knowledge and assumptions through new 
learning. 
Note: The activities in Appendix E were developed by me as part of the intervention 
process for this research (Macro-cycle 1). They were later included in the following 
publication:  
Davey Chesters, S., Fynes-Clinton, L., Hinton, L., & Scholl, R. (2013). Philosophical and 
Ethical Inquiry for the Middle Years and Beyond. Deakin West, ACT: ACSA Inc. 
250 
APPENDIX F 
Teaching Communities of Inquiry  
Tools to Develop Concepts 
Identifying similarities 
Making connections 
Discuss with students: To think about situations from a range of perspectives and 
consider alternative viewpoints, it is important that we make reasonable, relevant 
connections. This will enrich the progress of the inquiry and maintain the thread of the 
discussion. 
What is a concept?  
• Fact, Value, Concept (Cam, 2006, p. 90) 
• Explore the meaning of the term concept with students 
• What makes a concept philosophical – identify philosophical/non-philosophical 
• Connections: similarities to other learning areas, personal experiences, other concepts 
or ideas 
• Use of relevant example 
• Similar in one or more of the following ways: 
➢ appearance 
➢ function 
➢ behaviour 
➢ attributes/qualities 
➢ value 
• Ask yourself the following questions: 
• How are these…connected/similar? (concepts, ideas, experiences, understandings) 
• In what ways is this relevant to the discussion? 
• How might this connection help us to ‘dig deeper’? 
Activity- making connections 
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• Divide the class in to small groups. Provide them with a large sheet of poster paper 
with one of the pairs of concepts outlined below.  
• Groups make connections between the pair of concepts they have been given and 
document their connections on the poster - think creatively - come up with a wide 
range of connections. 
• Invite each group to share their connections with the whole community. 
• Ask the whole class community to think deeply about the connections that have 
been made and consider the questions below.  
Building on ideas  
Discuss with students:  build on the ideas of others is adding additional information to 
the ideas expressed within the discussion.  Expressing the same idea in different words is 
not building on the idea. The idea needs to be stretched by the addition of information that 
would assist the community to gain a deeper understanding.  
• Can anyone build on that idea? 
• How does that comment/suggestion help us to further understand the idea of 
…………? 
Following the thread of the argument  
Discuss with students: We connect to and build on ideas is to ensure that the argument 
is coherent and deep understanding is reached. It is important that to follow the thread of 
the argument and develop an understanding of when the argument becomes 
disconnected.  
• How are these ideas connected? 
• How is this helping us to move forward? 
• Have we overlooked any important connections? 
Identifying differences 
• Different from each other in one or more of the following ways: 
➢ appearance 
➢ function 
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➢ behaviour 
➢ attributes/qualities 
➢ value 
Making distinctions  
Divide the class into six small groups. Three groups each take one of the above concepts. 
1. Each group brainstorms criteria for the concept of … 
2. Groups pair with another group who have brainstormed the alternate concept. 
3. Newly formed groups highlight criteria that is common to both concepts. 
4. Look at what has not been highlighted - these should be the differences.   
5. Think together: In what ways are they different? 
➢ appearance 
➢ function 
➢ behaviour 
➢ attributes/qualities 
➢ value 
6. Form a distinction applying the differences you have identified. 
7. … is distinct from … because………………… 
8. Shared their distinction with the whole class community. 
9. Reflect on ideas, thinking and process.  
Conceptual analysis - degrees of difference: Year 4/5 
  More of Less activity (Cam et al., 2007, pp. 94 - 96)  
• Think about the differences between the degrees as above 
• Built criteria list for concept of… 
Criteria: necessary and sufficient conditions  
View criteria list from previous lesson. Ask the students to think about the listed criteria 
and consider the following: 
o Is any criterion a necessary condition for the concept?  (It is a necessary 
condition if the concept cannot be defined without it.) 
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o Could any criterion be considered a sufficient condition on its own (or with a 
small number of other criteria) to define the concept? (It is a sufficient 
condition if it could be considered enough on its own to define the concept.  
A selection of criteria may become sufficient together as a group.) 
• When students have come up with criteria that can be considered both necessary 
and sufficient conditions with which to define the concept of sound judgement, have 
them work in small groups to construct a definition for the concept of sound 
judgement. They are to base the definition on their current analysis and evaluation 
of the criteria. 
• Invite the students to come together as a class community to share their definitions. 
• Ask the students to test the definitions with counterexamples to determine the 
strength of the definition.  
• Reflect on the ideas, thinking and process. 
Note: Activity was published after use in this thesis in Davy Chesters et al. (2013) 
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APPENDIX G 
Teaching Communities of Inquiry  
Tools to Progress the Inquiry 
  
A. Questioning within the Community of Inquiry  
Metacognitive activity - students engage in deep thinking about the skill of questioning 
during the community of inquiry.  They are required to critically analyse and evaluate the 
effectiveness of the questions they ask during the community of inquiry, with the aim to 
understand the thinking that takes place when ideas are challenged in order to make 
progress during the discussion. 
Year 2/3 Activity: 
1. Pause inquiry at chosen point in the inquiry (circular, discussion, not moving forward) 
2. Ask community to consider the following: 
• Are we making progress? 
• Have we overlooked any important/relevant issues? 
3. In small groups, ask students the following: 
• Think of a question that could assist us to move to a deeper level of 
understanding. 
• Why do you think that question will best support our inquiry? 
4. Community selects question – continue inquiry  
5. On completion of inquiry session ask students to reflect on: 
• Did the question we selected assist us to move forward as a group? Why do you 
think that? 
▪ If yes: In what ways did it help us to move forward? What 
understandings did the question help us to make? 
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▪ If no: What might have been a better question to drive the inquiry 
forward? Why do you think that question would have helped us to 
make better progress?  
Year 4/5 Activity: 
At a point in which there is a need for a substantive question to probe for further depth of 
understanding, pause the discussion and ask the students to think about the following: 
• What am I puzzling about when I hear this…? (comment previously shared) 
• Does this comment fit with my line of thinking? 
• Do I need to challenge this? 
1. Divide the students into small groups and ask them to come up with a substantive 
question that they feel would move the current discussion to a deeper level, 
2. Record one question from each group on a whiteboard or easel so that the 
questions are visible to all members of the community. 
3. Each small group is then asked to select the question that they think would best 
move the discussion to a deeper level and give reasons for their choice. Groups 
would need to consider the following: 
• Is this question directly relevant to the position of the discussion at present? 
(Will it assist us to stay on track?) 
• Does this question have the potential to enable a deeper understanding of the 
concept of ………? Why do we think that? 
4. After consideration of each group’s choice of question and the justification of their 
choice, the class community selects a question with which to continue the 
discussion. 
5. During reflection on completion of session, ask the students to consider the 
effectiveness of the selected question and give reasons for their thoughts.  
 Summarising and mapping the inquiry 
1. Pause the inquiry at chosen point in the inquiry (circular, discussion, not moving 
forward) 
2. Ask community to consider the following and share their thoughts with the 
community: 
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• Where are we in relation to our understanding of…? (concept under 
discussion)? 
• Are we making progress? How do you know? 
3. In small groups, ask the students to work as follows:  
• Think about the ideas that have been shared up until this point. 
• As a group, think of three key ‘big’ ideas that could summarise our discussion so 
far. 
4. Invite groups to groups share their key ideas with the class community. Ask the 
community to think about the following: 
• How could we move forward from here?   
• What connections might help us to move forward? 
• Can you ask a question about that (discuss with partner)? 
5. Select a student to share their question and continue the inquiry by moving forward 
with a question from the community. 
6. On completion of inquiry session ask students to reflect on: 
• Did the question assist us to move forward as a group? Why do you think that? 
➢ If yes: In what ways did it help us to move forward? What 
understandings did the question help us to make? 
➢ If no: What question might have worked better to drive the inquiry 
forward? Why do you think that question would have helped us to 
make better intellectual (epistemic) progress?  
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APPENDIX H 
Small Group Focused Dialogues (SGFD) 
The SGFDs were implemented through a ‘micro’ community of inquiry process. The 
overarching questions that the students were invited to respond to were supported by 
further questions that encouraged deeper thinking, clarification of responses or extension 
of the ideas presented. Students were required to justify their responses. 
Macro-cycle 1 
Micro-cycle 1 Year 2/3 
• What have you enjoyed about your new learning in philosophy? 
• What did you find difficult/challenging? 
• How did you overcome the difficult parts? 
• Do you think that this new learning and skills that I have been helping you with in 
philosophy will help you in other areas of learning or in life? 
Micro-cycle 1 Year4/5 
• What have you enjoyed most about your new learning and philosophy this term? 
• What have been the challenges for you? 
• When you found something difficult, what did you do to overcome it? 
• How is your new learning helping you now? 
Micro-cycle 2 Year 2/3 
• How do you feel about your new learning? What does it mean for you? 
• What were the difficult parts? 
• How will you use this new learning? 
• Do you think this has helped your class as a learning community? 
Micro-cycle 2 Year4/5 
• How do you feel about your new learning? What has it done for you? 
• What has been difficult for you in this cycle of learning? 
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• Do you think philosophy helps us in the playground? 
• How do you think you are going as a class community? Do you think you are a 
deep-thinking community? 
Micro-cycle 3 Year 2/3 
• What has been the best part of the new learning for you? 
• What tools have you found useful and why? 
• What effect have the philosophy lessons had on your class this semester? 
• What have you done to help the group move forward? What influence have you had 
on your class to help them think better? 
• An analogy: Philosophy is like… 
Micro-cycle 3 Year4/5 
• What has been the very best thing about your new learning for you? 
• What are some of the ideas you have enjoyed thinking about? 
• In the last six months, what have you seen happen with your class in philosophy? 
• What have you seen happen with your class in other areas that might be due to 
philosophy? 
• How do you think you are going as a class community? Do you think you are a very 
deep-thinking community? 
• Do you think you will remember some or all of these skills next year when you start 
in your new class? 
• An analogy for philosophy: Philosophy of like……. 
Teacher Reflective Questions Macro-cycle 1 (on completion) 
• What did you see take place in your class that you feel could be attributed to the 
philosophy research project? 
• Can you identify ways in which this new learning has helped the students to 
become more effective or more responsible learners? 
• Has this learning changed the way the students approach learning in other 
contexts?  
• What specific tools were most useful in your classrooms? 
• Can you think of ways the students appropriated the tools in other contexts? 
259 
• Was the project useful for you as a teacher? In what ways? 
• What were the main challenges for you?  
• What will you take from this experience that could support your practice in the future? 
Macro-cycle 2, 2113  
• What did you enjoy about participating in the mixed year level philosophy group? 
• What was it that you took back to your classrooms? 
• Was there anything you found significantly difficult or challenging and how did you 
overcome this? 
• What have you taken away from this that you are now applying in other 
contexts/learning areas? 
• Exploration of analogous reasoning: Philosophy is like… why do you think (student) 
thought that? 
Macro-Cycle 3 
 Micro-cycle 1, 2014  
• How did you feel about being chosen for the advanced philosophy group? 
• Have you changed in any way as a result of taking part in philosophy lessons? 
Have you changed the way you think or act (clarified)? 
• If you were to speak to the Education Minister or whoever makes decisions for 
Education Queensland, what would you tell him about philosophy? 
• Do you think philosophy helps you to become wise? 
• An analogy for wisdom: Wisdom is like … 
Micro-cycle 2, 2016  
• What engages you in deep thinking during the community of inquiry experience? 
• In what ways has the experience of CPI impacted on your thinking habits? 
• What can you tell me about your own thinking habits? 
• What has been challenging for you over the years during CPI? 
• What is your own theory about how we acquire knowledge and understanding? 
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APPENDIX I 
Coding of Individual Student Responses 
Small Group Focused Dialogues  
Levels of DRT: responses demonstrate three or more indicators 
1. Surface represents a level of competence and knowing that is rudimentary, partial and 
lacking in specificity. Someone who is at a surface level uses limited and vague 
vocabulary to express their understanding. Their responses convey a sense of personal 
detachment from the experience.  
When reflecting, the student: 
• presents concrete, literal responses with minimal detail or elaboration 
• presents responses that indicate no personal connection to the concept/idea under 
discussion 
• presents responses that indicate minimal consideration of the question that has 
been asked 
• makes judgements without providing reasons  
• demonstrates minimal consideration of ideas that are different from his/her own 
• demonstrates minimal use of inquiry tools/processes within the learning context 
• no attention to reflection on thinking 
2. Connecting represents a level of competence and knowing that is connected to the 
learning but lacks specificity and depth of understanding. Someone who is at connecting 
level identifies aspects of the new learning/experiences that connect to their own prior 
knowledge/understanding, feelings judgements, and experiences. Their responses convey 
a cursory sense of personal connection to the experience. 
When reflecting, the student: 
• presents responses that indicate a superficial level of personal connection to the 
concept under discussion (ie expresses feelings connected to the experience) 
• identifies aspects of the learning which have personal meaning or which connect 
with their prior or current experience  
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• seeks a superficial understanding of relationships  
• makes judgements providing cursory reasons  
• reports feelings, observations or experiences, providing surface level justification 
• cursory attention to ideas that are different from his/her own 
• uses elementary inquiry tools/processes within the learning context 
• provides cursory reflections on thinking – superficial explanations of the learning 
that has taken place and/or suggestions for improvement 
3. Mastery represents a competent level of knowing or understanding without a sense of 
commitment or personal transformation. Someone who is at a Mastery level is able to 
reproduce knowledge but will not be personally changed or transformed by the experience. 
Their responses convey a sense of engagement and achievement.  
When reflecting, the student: 
• makes reasonable connections based on prior knowledge and/or experiences 
• analyses learning experiences and speculates why something is happening 
• presents responses that indicate reasonable consideration of the question that has 
been asked 
• seeks a reasoned understanding of relationships 
• applies generally sound reasoning skills during philosophical discussions 
• considers ideas from a range of perspectives 
• makes sound judgments about observations or experiences drawing on previous 
knowledge/experiences  
• generally applies philosophical tools and concepts within the context in which they 
are practised 
• provides reasoned reflections on thinking 
 
4. Appropriation represents a deeper level of understanding and personal meaning 
making. It involves taking something that belongs to others and making it one's own. 
Someone who is at appropriation level is able to transform knowledge so that they gain 
some new insight or distinct perspective. Their responses convey a sense of deep 
engagement and/or aesthetic appreciation.  
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When reflecting, the student: 
• employs a high level of abstract thinking to generalise and appropriate learning 
• presents responses that indicate a high level of consideration of the question that 
has been asked  
• evidence of the need for others to understand what they are aiming to convey when 
responding to questions 
• seeks deep reasoned understanding of relationships 
• applies sound reasoning skills and identifies faulty reasoning during philosophical 
discussions and in other learning areas 
• makes well-reasoned judgments about observations or experiences drawing on 
insight, inferences, previous knowledge or experiences  
• synthesises ideas and reconstructs knowledge in order to draw original conclusions  
• formulates a personal theory or takes a well-reasoned position on an issue 
• extracts general principles based on consideration of a range of perspectives/ideas 
• provides an example of personal transformation/reconstruction 
• reconstructs philosophical tools and processes in and beyond the learning context 
in which they are practised 
• internalises the personal significance of the learning experiences and plans future 
learning/actions based on personal/group reflection 
 (Adapted from Bain, Ballantine, Packer & Mills, 1999 and Wertsch, 1979, 1991) 
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APPENDIX J 
Sample Lesson Plan: 
Macro-Cycle 2, 2014 
Initial Stimulus: 
• Philosophy Park by Philip Cam -The British Empiricists, pp. 71, 72; Immanuel 
Kant, pp 81,82 
Prior understandings: 
• Rene Descartes – Rationalist Perspective 
• George Berkley – Existence and perception 
• John Dewey – Pragmatism & experience. 
Pedagogical approach:  
Community of inquiry (COI) 
Class Protocols: 
• Listen attentively 
• Build on and connect to ideas 
• Respect self, others, place 
• Disagree reasonably and respectfully 
• Many responses could be considered correct 
Additional community protocols: 
• Aim for intellectual progress (take responsibility for the collective progress of our 
community) 
• Think about relevant connections 
• Ensure everyone has a voice (look for opportunities to encourage others to share 
their thoughts/ideas) 
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Overarching question for Macro-cycle 2: 
How do we acquire knowledge and understanding? 
Think about: 
• What is knowledge? (Ontology) 
• How do we know? (Epistemology) 
• Should we care? (Axiology) 
Discussion Plan: 
Read stimulus: The Empiricists, Immanuel Kant 
 Link to time-line visual on whiteboard. 
In pairs, discuss: 
• In what ways does this link to our previous discussion about Descartes rationalist 
perspective? 
• In what key ways do Empiricists and rationalists think differently? 
• How did Kant try to bridge the two opposing philosophical perspectives of 
rationalism and Empiricism? 
Share your ideas with the whole-class community: 
What relevant connections have you made? 
While members of our community are sharing their ideas, think about: 
• What does this mean to me? How am I connected to this? 
• What philosophical perspective sits best with you? Why? 
Further discussion questions: 
• If I was a philosopher, what perspective/position would I take? 
• What life experiences would prompt you to favour that perspective? 
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Think about our previous discussion on Dewey’s notion of experience. Discuss with 
a partner: 
• Are these perspectives connected in any way to Dewey’s view of experience and 
reconstruction of experience?  
Share ideas with class community and discuss: 
• In what ways? Why do you think that? 
Reflecting on thinking: 
• How are you connected to the ideas under discussion today? 
• Did you make any interesting connections that you had not considered before 
today’s discussion? 
• Did we make intellectual progress today? What did you see that provides evidence 
of that you that? 
• What ideas did you take from today’s discussion that you would like to think more 
about in another session? 
• Are there any relevant connections we may have overlooked? 
• Where would you take this discussion next? (write students’ responses on 
whiteboard) 
 
